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Preface

Despite, the effects-ef,inuov,atons, increased efforts, hard wort dedication,

andoincreased use of hardware and environmental design, criminal behavi

America appears to be rapidly increasing. The yearly Uniform Crime Report

the Federal Bureau of,Investigation.reflect the rapid increase n the numbers

A and rates.of crimes reported to the police. The )972 report indicated that, from

1967 to 1972. the actual rate of reported crimes rose 55'k, and the crime rate

per 1f10,000 inhabitants rose 477 !, the corresponding increase in population in

'04 United States rose only 5c:'_.1 The crime rate in 1974 alone rose 18 % over

the 1973 figures.

The public in general is considerably exercised overthe high crime and

allegNI recidivism rates. The, reports by Bailey 2 and Martinson 3 suggest that

the recidivism rate has not been staunched by correctional programs In the

1 mope recent years, however, innovators in the field of corrections have been
, I ..

experimentirig wi4lA and investigating altern,p4ve progr6ms for crime control

and prevention. The Omnibus Crime ContrOl and. Safe Streets Act has made
v ,. ' i , .

..,

large-scale innovations possible, and Martinson is reviewing what works in

.
corrections since la67.

One area in which innovation has aCcured has been the use of ex-offenders

\#as parole officer aides in Ohio. This is an effective, innovative and meaning-
, .\

ful program, deserving the Exemplary Project status whic1 the Law Enforcement
4

'AssistanCe Administrakron has bestowed upon it. The Aduit Parole Authority

---;-; s
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.and the Ohio Department f Rehabilitation and Correction have reason to be
i

pleased with t 54il fruits of their labors to date.
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CHAPTER 1

THE USE OF PARAPROFESSIONALS TN CORRECTIONS

Introduction
I

',Thre use of nonprof9sstonal aids in social service delivery programs has a

lone history. 1 "l'he volunteer is probably the most common expression of this

and has traditionally been seen in such programs as the United \Nat the

Red Cross, Candy tripers,, and the March of Dimes. Increasingly, volunteers

"4.

are serving, in corrections in such programs as Man-to Man, Woman-to Woman, ,

Volunteers in Prohatiori, etc. Most volunteers have no special char.acteristics

for serving in such delivery systems, particularly tin terms of traintna and -

formal education. They are, however, recruited for their high interests in and

desire to be of service to others, as well as their knowledge, Of community

agencies, resources and opportunities. More typically unpaid, 'these non-

professional workers nonetheless provide an agency with considerable manpower

on a regular and extensive basis. Both ar.;ency administrative personnel as

well as line workers view volunteers as separate from and not antintegral,part

of the Raid, professional staff. Further, volunteers have a unique feature,

particularly in corrections; ,.they cannot be fired if their contributions knd

presence are deleterious to the operations and mission of the agency.

A major departure from the traditional uses of volunteers occured in 1963

when the Mobilization for Youth project, funded through the Presoldent s

Committee on Juvenile Delinquency andYouth Crime, was 6riainated,

I

14



Scott2 reports that, in addition to the effects of the Office of EconoMic Opp-

ortupity in increasing the demand for indigenous paraprofetsionals, the use
I

of ex-offenders as indigenous paraprofessionals in corrections has been "'
6

implemented in Alabary (the Draper Project), Massachusetts (the Massachu-

setts Correctional Institution at Walpole) , the Fedelal Buread of Prisons

(particularly in Terre Haute, Indiana), Colorado (BARS Project), California

(the Squires' Program at Sah Quentin), North Carolina (Chapel Hill Youth

Development and Research Unit)`, Illinois (University of Chicago Center for

Studies in Criminal Justice and ;U.S. Probation Office), and Oregon (Project

MOST).

Organizations of ex-offenders have also been found to impact on offenders

either currehtly incarcerated or emerging on parole. These include the Synanon

Foundation; Self-Development Group, Inc.; Seventh Step Program; Future

Association Of Alberta, Canada; Efforts from EX-Convicts in the District of

Columbia; and the House of Judah in Atlanta.

The paraprofessional, unlike the volunteer counterpart, has distinct and

unique characteristics as a treatment perspective. The desired charcateristics

of a volunteer (Nigh interest and community knowledge) are combined with the

dimensions of a new career, and the paraprofeSsional is viewed as an integral

part of an agency's staff while being paid, for services rendered. While dWinct
,ht

from formally trained professionals, the paraprofessional is a person with def-
.

inite ties to the local commtkity but with less formal training., Many criminal

justice pro essionals view the paraprofessional ex-offender, as a peer of the

1 ')
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il
offenderith intimate knowledge of the life styles, proWems, limited, resources,

attitudes traits and behavior of the offender Since social distance and inability.,= ..

to communicate between the professional correctional woker and diffender have

been de'fined as contributing in partnto offender non-adjustment to 'life on the
, .

streets, parole revocation anri recidivism, the paraprofessional has been viewed

as a major aide in resolving a part of the crime problem

The paraprofessional in corrections has been characterized as increasin0

service efficiency and effectiveneSs through relieving the professional of tim

consuming work which does not require extensive formal training,, as well as

providing certain services which the professional cannot These insiahts and

traits are believed to be especially useful in manacling and assisting minority

and ethnic groups of which the professional may not be a member. In like fashion,

the paraprofessional is viewed as a translator and transmitter who can, ideally,

influence the attitudes, behaviors, and insights of the professional in relation
."/

to the clients and community being served, thus enahlina the professional to

deal more effectively with t }iose he serves, It is_no wonder that paraprofession

als have in many larger agencies been given major roles in treatina.and servicing

clients in human service delivery syitems. Departments of Correction through

out the United States -(as will he discussed below) are using ex-offenders as

paid paraprofessionals in such diverse roles as correctional officer, probation

and parole officers and aides, teachers. counselors, placement officers. om-

budsmen, therapists in drug and alcohol abuse programs, etc.

A' subtle and seldorri acknowledged fall-out of the use of ex offenders as

3
ti



. paraprofessionals in corrections is retroflexive reformation, a process by which

ex-offenders find themselves advocating'and later adopting prosocial attitu. des,

. behaviors, traits and beliefs. The ex-offender is transformed from a help re

ceiver tb a help giver, and in a role reversal may find that he incorpOrtates

into hisa,own life-style that same pattern which he seeks to have his clients
vi

adopt. It may well be atruism that the ex- offender A, in trying to provide

services,to offender B, benefits as much as if ndt more, that B in becoming and

remaining crime -free and non-criminal._If.such a phemonenon were repeatedly

reported and verified, the policy implications for people -changing systems

would be obvious and indicative.

In summary, during the last decade indigenous workers with similar char-

acteristics, bac roud, ex'periendes, and behaviors as the clients they serve(

have been-increasingly, utilized In establishing more effective and productive

services and relationships. Correctioniand especially community- based

corrections-- has also begun to utilize ex-offenders as change agents in aiding

current offenders in their adjustment to,the community and in their transition to

the free worlddoutside institutions.

In these.areas, 'it appears that the use of ex-offenders as indigenous para.-
f

professionals may be of consilerable benefit to clients, the agency, the para-

professional himself, and to the society as a whOle. Unfortunately, Trost prior

evaluations have been subjective and non-empirical in nature. The existing

lack of empirical, hard data on which to build is a situation to he remedied,

for it is essential that policy makers, future evaluators; iiinovators and criminal

4
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justice practitipners have reliable and robust data for future planning and action

This report in part addresses that need.

The Study-

This report represents an external evaluation of the use of indigenous

paraprofessionals as parole officer aiciesin Ohio, anal is more extensively

3desc'ribed in the next chapter.. An overview of the project and its coals are

presented here in order to put into perspective the results of'the national suer-

vey on states' use of ex-offenders in parole an/3 probation work roles, part of-
.

the history of the use of ex-offenders in correctional endeavors.

The, Aclul-t'arolelAuthority of t1;,e Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and
I ,... _

Correctione in September of 1972, mplemeihed v7hat to date has been a three-
,4aa sk.. year prormsde ignated as the Parole Officer Aide Program usina ex-offenders

.,, .#
4,

at ctuasi-parole officers. Funding has been.provided by iarants fr6m the Law
I 1 ' '*'

.Enforeement A si stance Administration, through black and discretionary funds,
,

as well as byimatching state funds. Evaluat/On of the ParOle Officer Aide (POA)1'
den conducted under coritraCt 1(.471th the APAbir'the Program for the

. .
,...

Prot atn has

Study etand Delinquency of the OhVO State University.

The goals of the POA project were to bridge" the p betw6d,n the APA and

parolees, to facilitate communication between ,corrections and th-e.community

and ,state, to engender trust and confidence in the' correctional sys,tem, to

decrease recidivism, and to reduce, parole violations , This, monograph reports ,,
-

on the evalUation of the three year project designed to gain,thebenefits of the

ti
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services of the ex-offenders as well as provide new and meaningful careers

for ex-offenders in this area of the human service delivery systems In gen

eral, the State of Ohio,has successfully used ex-offenders in 'these roles

As part of the process of evaluation, a national survey was conducted in

early 1 974 to determine the extent to 'Which ex-offenders were used or being

considered for use by other correctional departments. The outcomes f this

portton of the evaluation study,are included below 'to place the POA project,

in national persplective.

National Survey of States' Use of Ex-Offenders

in Parole and Probation Work

As noted above, there has been a'rapid increase in the number variety

and responsibilities of ex- offenders in the human service delivery system in.

general, and in corrections in p tIrticular. The interest -in and expansion of

,
progrAms using ex- offenders has led to an explosibon of knowledge about and.
literature.on the use of paraprofessionals: The late resources indicate that

most progr'ams,,have been relatively tUccessfill, and Ihus criminal justice aglen-
,

cies, including-law enforcement units, have mire intensely explored the poss.
,ibility off use of Indigenous workers in their mandated roles. Both the joint

Commission on Correctional Manpower and Trpining and the more recent National

Advisory ComMission on Criminal justice Standarcils and Goals (1973) have ex-,

ressly urged correctional agencies to actively recruit, retain and,use ex-offend-
\,

Ners in working'wi h convicted offenders.

19,



Although these prestigious Commissions-have urged an literature reflects

more widespread us'e of ex-offender paraprofessionals in corrections; critics

have continu'ed to argue that such'programs are more rhetorica" 1 than implementd.

Further,, the actual number and types of such pi-oC;rams rn use by state correc-,

, . . N. , --

tional agencies has not been documented in recentyears; the National Cc:m.1nel! ,

on Crime and Delinquency surveyed the area in 1967. The absence of more -,

i
-., ,rerlent information may well he ah inhibiting factor in the adopti9n of such pro-

..

grams For these reasons, a survey was undertd.en to ascertain the extent of

such proaramminq.

The Suryev.

The survey of the use of ex-offenders in correctional roles was undertaken

i'n March of 1 174. A 22-litem questionnaire was sent to the administrative head .

orera (-h state department Of corrections in the nation along with a cover letter

explaininti the purpose of the survey:- to ascertain baseline data on the use of

ex-offender paraPi-ofessionals as well as certain attitudes toward the use of
4\_.,..._.

.sUchf,indigenous workers. Follow,-up mailings were sent every two weeks to,

non-respondents, and at the end of 12 weeks at polled acirnitkstratOri had re-

sponded. The remaining three State adniinistratbrs were telephonically surveyed.

As questionnaires were returned, it quickly became evident that there was
/t,

-,a riiajor problem. The qu6stionnaire contained items covering parole and pro-..
,

Nation as well as a general Tbsponse category ,of "other", referring to the use of
., c;, '% --

.-

ex-offenders in corrections outside of the probation and pardle area. Many

A. state addlinistrators duplicated the questionnaireand circulated it to other
-.,

agencies, leading' to multiple e-reSponses from seven -States."t Threfore, on

. 2O
7 ,
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questions dealing with parole and probation, a decision was made.to report

-
only the responses received from the various state directors of corrections

(unless the state director of probation was the principal respondent). The mul-

tiple responses from the seven states are reflected.(for the most part) only in

the general category of "other" the multiple answers received were simply

averaged together to assigh an overall respOnse from that stale.

One other weaR-ies§ of the day. is reflected in the fact that several states

io not have a centralized probation diervice For example., 'in California, pro-

lation is strictly a county function (with the exception of the state probation

uhsidy program). In Ohio, by contrast, one-half of the Counties are super-
,

ised by the state central.office while the other half maintains county autonomy:

It appears that; in several states-with decentralized probation programs, no one,

knows the entirety of what is going on Vughout that state in the fi,e143 o

bation. Therefore the emphasis in this repo rt is on the use of ex- offenders as

parole officers: or aides.

9
. The Use

.
of Ex-Offenders,

Firsct, it was obviously difficult for many state dire ors'of corr ctions to. .

'accurately respond to whether their state used "ex-offenders as parole or pro-

ttion officers or aides. One of the major reasons was simply that, in Nit

least nine states, there are no legal-or administrative restrictons excluding,

ex-offenderS from state employment. Consequently, .little effort had been Made

to document whether or not correctional employees have criminal records. The .

response from Oregon typifies these circumstances;

8

21



4

. the Corrections Division has o specific program to hire
i

1

former offenders, and certainly no specific funding for that pur-

pose.pose. Conversely', we have against firing any individual

whose background and ability qualify Film or her"fac,a specific

position.

The respondent went on to indicate that following his canvass of persona

offices serving various units of the Corrections Division, several former

offenders were identified as employees.
4

4

Sixteen (approximately one-third) Of the states reported the use of ex-

offendei's as parole officers or ides (see Table 1). T e number ranaed from

on.4.-su h employee in five stags to twenty-three in 0 io and fifty-five ex- .

.offend r employees in Pennsyl ania (see Tal

Ur jinj former offenders as parole officer ively new phe omenon.

as iucaed by the initial dates given for the itiation f\such practices (see

Wash ngton\ in 1968; and

, Maryland, Utah and sconsin) eport similar- rograms

ATable 3). \California began its program in(

foulstates (Ala
, .

be inning in 1970. In 1971, fou dditional states i itiated ex- offender parole

officer programs; five more states implemented such rograms in 1972; and one
i

state reported beginning a program in 1971.., Appare tly 1970-1972 was the

period when most ofi these proarams began. In fact, of the 139 ex offender,par-
,

,olt officer aides presently employed throughout the-4FrKed States, .r117 over

8 percent) were employed in states which initiated their proarams during his

period It is of interest to note that all thirteen programs which began between

22



TAIBL

N

State Responses to the Use of Ex-Offenders
in Corrections',

Category
States

Using (Percent)

States Not
Using ,

Ex-Offenders (Percent)

Parole Officer Aide 16 34.0 31 66.0 4 £

Probation Officer Aide 10 24.4 31 75.6 ,

Other* 22*, 100.0 10 1 0.0

*Includes Correctional Officers, teachers, wo -release direct.:
ors, community volunteers, halfway house counselors, other professional
positions, business officer personnel, work-release su ervisors, pro-
gram coordinators, clerical support in'probation and p role services,
teachers' aides, probation officers, coo s and relate service, workers,

_research assistants, engineers, other in titutional j bs not involving
custody, treatment aides in drug program , advocates,Icottage parents
and employment counselors.

10'
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TABLE 2

Number of Ex-Offenders Actually Employed
by Number of States

Ex-Offender Employees

Typ Employment 1 2-5 6-10 11-15 16-30 31-60

Parole 5* 1 5 2 1 1

Probation 1* 1 2 2 0 0

Other 0 52 3 3 1

Total

139'

41

20

*Several states failed to report the number of ex-offender parole
or probation officer aides they employed thus the total in row one is
only 15 states.

11
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TABLE 3

Yea in Which State Program Using Ex-Offenders Began

4

Category

14ole

Probation

Others

Date States Percent

1967 1 6.1

1968 1 6.

1969 0 0.0

1970 4 25.0

1971 4 ,44 25.0

1972 5 31. 1

1973 1 6.3

16 100.0
....,

1968 ' 1 12.5

1969 O. 0.0

1970 4 50.0

1971 1 12.5

1972 2 25.0

8* 100.0*

Early 50's
1961

1970

1971

1972

1973

2

3

3

6

4

19*

5.3

10.5

15.8 ,

15.8

31.6'

21.1

100.0

r

;./:
#

so
\

Three states failed to report when their parole or probitt ion
officer aide program began and the N under others represents prtTr.no
rather than states. , .

.

.

.

f

, \

4ei

V

2o
4

12



1 970 arld '972 received ITAA flit-111 m i. Of the ex-offender parole officer aide
A

pronrams initiated hefore this time, only one of tho three reported federal/
Ss

e

fund in ai~ remon ions ir-owth anq adoption of such procrams therefore

api ar to he an outgrowth of fedel-al inferest e in supporting such 'innovations
t\he use (lit pro attbn offit-or aides has followed ia similar line of develoment-

4 ;
ow! firarh

I

1,i

parole ofncor aides.%All but one of the state procrams beciun

970 reeiver oral fundin,!. Of particular rrbte ,s the fact that all
I st
ten states witt-, prohltion officer aide programs also have parole officer

programs.

i-egal and Ildministra;tive Restrictions
C_Qncerning Emplovine EX-Offenders

Several state .directorsmentioned that one of :he motivating factors for

initiating their ex-ofeender pai-ole officer aide program was the need to set

an exampleofdt olherVmployers to hire ex-offenddrs A typical comment was:

the commission carinot ask.other employers to consider hiring ex-offenders

without first hirine; them Ourselves." Despite the validity of such logic, adman

istrative or lega estrictirS limit the employment of ex-offenders for paroleI,
!or probation work in fffteen states. Eleven state director%of correctidn re,-

port legal re tractions such as the following
,

.
I

i
JParc:9e officers are "peace officers" and must he licensed to

carry fiiearms and it is against our state law for a convicted felon
to carry a' firea.rm. 1

i

4,

\ t I

!The state, count, or municipality may not emtpldy a person
convicted of a felonyl, who has,not,, prior 'to the tutee of,filino an
employment applicat, on received a full pardon.

13
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Our state personnel still refuses to hire if a potential employee
has been convictecrof a feloly or is under fulony indictment.

Convicted felons lose their citizenship a-id cannot be sworn to
oatlyof office until citizOship 1,s restored.

Convicted felons cannot by law.ba/ appointed to a position of
trust.

Nine states reported administrative restrictions limiting the employment

or ex-offenders in,parole or protlat on work. I four Af these nine states

there were no legal fictions, only administrative ones Typical restrict

tions reported were:

Our policy is that anlpplicantwith a criminal 'record must
have received a pardon for each onvicted offense before employment
s considered.

It is sirAply not done in o;d state. We want eMployees we can
trust and you never know about ex-cons.

The us of ex-offenders as parole or probation officer aides
does not fie the support of experienced probation and parole offi er
persormel but appears to be-limited mostly to academic theorists.
The role of the ex-offender must be limited, and he should never b
allobwed to exercise any of the supervisory control over offenders:1

additiorVgal and adminkrative restrictions prohibiting ex-offenders'

o employment in.parole and probation work, other factors discourage many ex-
a I

offenders from participating in such programs. Low monetary compensation

is no doubt one determining fector.. The average beginning pay foresuch

employees was $48 :52 Per month or a mere $5,802:21 peryear. Tie highest

beginning pay for parole or probation aides was in Alaska where the minimal

starting pay was $687.0.0 per month or $8,,Z44.00 Fier year The pay scale for

ex-offenders iii parole or probaion work was also quite limited. Often aides
27
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are unable to advance to !-Maher professional levels and, thereforeOheir maximal

earnings are considerably restricted. The maximal silikkRes for ex-offender

aides ranged from $6,684 to $16,800 per year,, with the ave age maximal

salary being $10,32 orS862.67 per month. With such fin ncial barriers and
\

the additional professional restrictions, aides in some ositions may be

locl.ed tato a low !laying job with litt e hope of advancement within the agency.
I .--

Wlhile definite barriers exist in some states, several state and federal
\ ,

j-\agencies actively recruit ex-offenders for their respective Parole and pro-
,

Nation aide programs, as Well as other important positions. For example;

several state ombudsmen were formerly ex-off elicler.parole officer aides. At

least one assistant prison warden was a former aicte, and one administrative

assistant4to a state diretor of Correctional Services was a former offender.

Thus, in some instances the former offender who se c s a career in crildir\al
n :), ' (

.
it

I

justice can procwess professionally and receive better compensations.
A

a .
Another positive point of the ex-offender pale 'and probation programs

was the opportunity provided aides for educational advancement. Twelve of
J

the sixteen states which utilized ex-offenders as parole or probation officer

aides pro de paid release time from the job for educational advancement.

In addition, financial aid was available in at least e ven of the Sixteen states
r

to def the educational expenses. Such available support and encouragement

may sole the dilemma of loW pay bpreparing the forMer offender aides for

better, paing jobs. The Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP) is

undoubtedly^ a major advancement aid.

15
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Criteria Used in Selecting Ex-Offenders
for Employment in Correctional Work

Selection of paraprofessionals.remains a problem for most helping

agencies. No less than twenty-eight stat directors of corrections requested

from the researchers a list of criteria on other states were selecting ex-

offender aides. One director of corrections commented:

, One Of the reasons our state has been reluctant to start
pa programs using ex-offenders as parole or probation officers is our

uncertinty as to how reliable, dependable and trustworthy-ex-cons
can be identified. Certainly, public opipion is not apt to be
highly mobilized if ex-offenders as correctional personnel were to
become involved in legal problems.

Consequently, many, ,directors of corrections appeared

to adept suc new programs without definite guidelines

Hi

be. somewhat reluctant

n how ex-offender

aides should 1pe selected, and how they were beir4 selected in other states.

It is clearly evident from the tIrvey that a definite lack of consensus

exists among the varioussates in electing aides (see Table 4). The criter-

ion for employment most freq briny mentioned was the ability of the le x-offender

.. to be

quent

articulate and able to dommunicate well with others. Other criteria fre-

mentioned were good adjustmett on the part of the ex-offender during,
s

and a 1ter parole, presently fre.pf correctional supervision, and a set minimum

y

educational achievement level (varying from eighth arade in one state to a,

collOe degree-tin another). Several directors. mentioned that althoug,h criteria
14.

were established for selecting ex-offender aides, often these were ignored or

oferlooked if a particularly good. prospect were being considered.

16
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TABLE 4

Criteria Used in Selection of Ex-Offenders
for Employment in Corrections by State

. 0

Criteria ' States

ti

'Ability to Communicate 5

Adjustment during and/or
after parole supervision

Presently free of
Correctional Supervision

Certain Educational Minimum
Achievement

, Other**

4* \
4

4

10

' I

4111number is greater than 15 becaus e most states
melttion d more than one criterion.

,

**Includes: Stability, maturity, reliability, honesty,
potential,-integrity; interest, nb.discernable situational

---- problems, at least aSierage intelligence, enthusiasm, good
behavior while incarcerated, successful,completion of ex-
tended training program,wl'ile incarcerated, dependability,.

h-- free of sexual deviancy, illingness-and'ability to partic-
ipate in college program ,nd same criteria as for any other
potential employees.

- ,

I

17,

I. oar
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Job Performance of Ex-Offender Aides

The major question of all ex-offender pro.,a-ams concerns their success--

ful ness. State directors of correction were asked to rank (on a scale"frOM 0
O

to 100 with,50 being average) the overall job performance of their exi-offender

41-d e s in comparison to regular staff members performing similar tasks. Overall,

aides' performance was rated very good for the sixteen states, with the average

eing 6).8 with a range from 30 to 100. Aides were apparently judged

effective in those states where they were employed.
9

Certainly if the field of corrections is to utilize the ex-offender in a meaning-

ful role, the support of correctional personnel is essential. The Joint Commission

on Correctional Manpower's 1967 survey found over 50 percent of the correctional
- r

ersonnel interviewed fe t it would not be a good idea to hire ex-offenders in their.:

agency .3 The current surivey found a definite'shift in this respect. Eighty pet-7

cent- ef-the state, drNctors felt it desirable to hire 44- offenders i,n their agencies.

today. Moreover, in those states utilizing ex-offenders as aides, directors

were even more complimentary and mmitted to.the idea than in states not

using such' programs. Although th -desirability \cif such programg between states

P

utilizing and not utilizing ex-offendeis was not statistically significantly
':-- .-;-- ,

.

- different; there did appear to be less opposition to such new programs today,

Per

even in those states which.have not implemented them.

All state directors of correction were asked'to list both the advantages and

disadvantages of utilizing ex-offenders as parole or probation officers or aides.

The advantages most often mentioned were the.greater rapport ex- offenders were

18

31
*4,
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able to develop witt parolees and probationers; and the ability 64 the ex offenders
--

,.
to empathize with the problems experiericed by the parolees and probationers (see. .

Table 5). Severa,1 directors mentioned comments ,rsu&h as the following;

They (the.offenders) brinq with them the unique auaiity-of
being on both sides of the correctional procesS'and thereby
can more readily identify with offenders' fears and probleins,

Another typical comm ent was;

.

0 It giveS some legitimacy to our reauestina employers to
consider hirirk, an exoffender ifs we have some on our own
:staff.' It's p-retty diffiCult justifyino to a potential employer
why he should hire an ex -con if your own agency refuses to
hire them.

One final advantage mentioneci by a number of directors dealt with the

.mediating role such employees could perform between parolees and the parole
-

d etiartm en t

They (ex-offendets) could feach us how parolees think and why
they do ,some of thq "crazy" things they ,do. rn addition. they could
justify many of our policies and rules to parolees in a way that they
might accept them.' Hell, we can use any help nowadays that we can
get regardleSts of the source.

The major disadvantages mentioned,by state directors of corrections in

utilizing ex-bffende employees center around negative stereotypes and stia

matizations'Istill ascribed to former offenders (see Table 6)._ Comments by

directors included: "(The professional staff) would he incensed by lowering
.

our selection criteria;" and "Public support can certainly not'be counted on
A

if our office is packed with ex-offenders" and ". . . hiring such/ desir-
.1 .,-".

ables is simply inviting the corruption of dour office.and clients." Certainly

public opinion can be mobilized, placated and won over. In the case of the
44 1

19
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TABLE

. ,

Major Advantages Cited by States for Em toying
Ex-Offender Parole/Probation Officer Aides *,

Advantages Number of States

Greater rapport with clients

-Better understanding of client's
problems

More capable of empathizing

Streetwise
, .

Additional line of communica-
tion to the community

Resource and"mediator

1

Unique support for, professional
staff

.

Stronger commitment to the job

Additional source of,mancower

Other**

None

Total

4

19

14

9

'9

,

4.

J.

e
5

4
A

13

4 h

5

125

*Frequency of responses doss not add to 50 because
some states gave .several advantages

**lncludes: affirmative actton, opportunity-fon ek-
offender to contribute to criminal justice field, perform
public relations servicee,better able to avoid being
"cohgad", proyides reality-based aiproach to offenders
from. 6 Staff position, can enter areas where officers would
fear to tread:

33
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TABLE 6 ,

Major Disadvantages Cited by States for not Employing
Ex-Offender Parole /Probation Officer Aides*

Disadvantages
,

Professional staff's resistance

Possible,ddverse;PubliCity
. .

Pgssibility of them corrupting
. their parolees or probationers

-Difficulty of finding suitable
.',,candidates

t

Number of, States

16

12

10

Overidentffication.with client 4

Lack of career ladder

'Expense,in resocializing nd
training

Lack of information and expe enFe
In.running such programs

Lack of most ex-cons education and
intelligence 4

None.' 4

, Other **

Total

3

'3

2

2

13

81

*Frequ'ency'of responses does, not add to 50 because some
states gave several disadvantages

"Incl,udes: generally assigned only menial'tasks, possible
rabble-rousing Ear no effective purpose, lack ofl.effectiveness
except in drug treatment programs,'non-acceptance by, clients,

too much expected from,sole factor of ex- offender status,
inability to deal with, strengths and weaknesses of the system,
protection of confidentiality gf records, high turn ovex rate,
inclinatioi to disregard official policy, police res'stance, and
ex-cons are undependable,\

pv
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ex-offender, this may, be done most efficiently by appeals to the public's

6 selfinterest (demomstration of the effectiveness of ex offenders 'n curbing

crime through working with parolees), combined with the reiterated support

of Societal standards (e.g. ,.everyone should have an equal opportunity to

compete)... A major deficieticy of exJ-offenders gaining such public support is---,..

their lack of a major-spokesman. 'ILackina such vocal support. neaativer.

continues,public opinion continues, and ex-offenders tend to operate from a weak and
,

i ),-vulnerable, position . . , -

The 1974 survey of the fifty states anci.the District of Columbia found

considerably more support for using ex- offenders in correctional. rk than

was the case in 1967f. Not only did more states favor using such indigenous

workers in 1974 , but several states had implemented such programs since

1967. All of the proa rams impleinented since 1967 were supported by federal

funding. Whether the states are truly committed to the idea of utilizing ex-
.

offender perSonnel may be more accurately answered when such federal
..

funding is no longer availab le. ''--

It appears tht the ex- offender's involvement in corrections may continue

1

.
i
to increase if for no other ream than the phenomenon of "jumping on the band-

,wagon. ." Usino ex-offenders as parole or probation officers and aides is a
4. -

relatively new idea. Given the criticism corrections has recently received,

adopting new prograrris in this 'area may at least dissipate much of this crit-

icism. However, directors in.thosptates where ex-offenders are presently

being utilized as probation or parole officers or aides appeared much more
teig

35
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...
committed to the desirability of such proarams than directors in states wheA

such programs. were not in'use (see Table 7). Whether or not utilizina.ex-

offenders in corrections affects state directors attitudes favorably or whether

(

,directors already favoring? csuch proarams are the ones implementinathem annot
,

e answered from these data. It is apparent, however, that utilizing ex-offenders

as parole'or probation officer aides is considered very desirable today by mos'
(

state directors of corrections.

The future role of ex-offenders in correctional Work may well be determined

fy top administrators in the respectivL state correctional departments. Unless

such proarams are supported by those in decision-making positions, It is

unlikely that they will survive for lona. This factor alone supports the relevance

of the national survey conducted and reported here.

A summary of the various state's responses to the 1974 survey is provided in

Table 8. Judging from the survey, there appears to be growing and continuina

. support for implementing ex-pf(ender programs on a wider basis Their success

or' failure may be determined not only by the quality of ex-offenders selected
r

but also by the support such programs receive from,NKofessionals in1 the field..._ \N

\ .If professionals accept e -offenders as a complimentary co-worker (as Ur
apparently have in Ohip), t e ex-offender programs are much more likely to\
he successful. On the other hand, if thprofessional staff view such new

employees as threatening their own positiotis and c mpromisina the dignity

and respect of their agency, the outcome( o such programs is in doubt.

The use of ex-offenders in corrections is a unique and refreshing approach;

3 (i
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TABLE 7

r

Desirability of-State's Utilizing ExOffenders
as Parole or Probation Of,icer Aides

Desirability
States Very ,

Desirables Total

Utilizing Ex=6if9itders

Officers

Not Utilizing ExOffender
Officers

Total

Undesirable Desirable

I

2

.

7

,--

(12.5%)
r

(25.0

..

9 (56.2%)

1\(63.0%)

5

3

I

(31 30
I

.

(11.1%) i

16

27

/

9 (20.9%) 26 (

24

37
- I

r

N.,
5%) 8 (18.6%) 43
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TABLE 8

THE USE OF Ex-oFFFNNrxt IN PAM.? AND PROBATION WORK
AS REPORTED BY STATE DIRECTORS OF CORRECTIoSS

c
*0 0.'0 . V .C C A u) , >. AJ0 I c 44 0-

..
...... (I - AI. 1 ;' C. .94 "U > o

4.1 C '0 C 1 CI. 0
1 17 Iti) 4 I. ... ..... ..... 0

4.1 c 'It I., ... ...1
0 0 .-. 0< . 'Lb et)4 0 .+ 1,1-9 '8 ....4, t V, 41 0 . 14 t. - .., ....43 II. < ..: C.) 0 V ..-1 1. .... - 13 4 -1 Nn . V V, a cva mx 4../ - ...... C M 'V V M V 0 4

N
`.... I., C V: W 111 V XI V 0, r.) n, ... D V 0V v 4 >, 4 .. ... .... C ,-. 4 cn "0 uv..1 1 to 11 to

1.1 C i d " to M. to n 14C ..... .CC nr -.... 0 0., 4 .n4j II 12 InA

0 ... .. 0 w n , --. V

"4 ...1 t. ,... 1 0. .../ Of t40, 11 0.. .-44 ? CPC - t.. C 1. r" '= Co C .... 4. : N.).1 q ° .. ...I 46
V ...

7C) c 6 A 6 t.' 4., 0 a
,...... z 0.,.... .

1 <-, w

Alabama X g

Arian4ac ,

X

D
.i

D

12..

Arirona
i

Alaska X X D X

California/ X X X D X 1.0

(alorJo X D

Conncticut X U X X'

',Delaware VD
Diltrict of

'Columbia X X VD X X

Flory IA X X D X X 11

Georgia X

Hawaii D
Idaho X X X X U X X

1

IllinoIc X VD X 4 X 9
Indiana X

Iowa X' X VD X X 1

Kansar D
Kentucky X X V1 x 4
louistana X X

Maine D
Maryland X* X D X* X*
Malachusetts X i X X, VD
Michigan , X X 4'; D 1

Minne-;ota .. X X
MisAssIppi .... U
Missouri X V.D. X
Montana .

Nebraska D

Nevada U
New Hopsh1re U
New Jersey X X X D/VD X X 7
New Mexico D
Nei: York X X D

.North Carolina

North Dakota

X X D\ X X

D
Ohio X X X VD X X 21
00klahomd X li D

Oregon
Pennsylvania X \--.

c D X X 55 ''

Rhode Island D 4
South Carolina U

South Dakota
i D 0.,.

Tennessee D

'texas X X

Utah X D X X , 2'

Vermont X D X X
Virginia X X D , 1

Washington .,. X U I

/',;X
X 11

-' Wont Virgitip X
$

Wiscom.in
. X X . D X -

4Wyoming X X U

Total 916 22 11 17 16

Percent 31.4 43.1 21.6 17.6 11.1 31,4
*Discontinue, in 1972. rota' does not include this program. ,
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Not only does It convey the trust of the state in hiring ex-offenders for respon

sable postions, but it indicates the willingness of'the state'to seek new ways

to help ex-offenders. Both of these goals are laudable. Certainly the growth

and acceptance of such programs during the last eight years has bden remarkable.

If the growth and acceptance of such programs continues at thecpresent rate,

ex-offender parole officers and aides will be a common and important part of
.. .

. . -z the correctional helping team of the future.

Footnotes

1. The b lk of this chapter has been drawn fron'joseph E. Scott A Follow-up
Ev luation of t e Parole fficer Aide Program in Ohio (Columbus, Ohio.
The 'rogram for the Study of Crime and Delinquency. 1974).

2.' Ibid.(
3. of Commissio on Correctional Manpower and Training,' Offenders As A

Correctional an sower Reqource (Washington, D.C.: U. S: Government
Printing ffice 1968)
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. CHAPTER 2`

THE PAROLE-OFFICER AIDE PROGRAM IN°01-110

The Adult Parole Authority (APA) of the State of Ohio implemented the

Parole Officer -Aide Program fn September of 1972, using ex-offenders as

quasi-parole officers. This progra as staffed solely1Jy ex-Offenders
fir

who met tI\e special requirethents fo admission to the program. Funding

was provided by grants from th Law Enforcement Assistance Administradon

and by matching state funds. .9

)1)

G4.

The goals 'of th? project, as stated in Chapter '1, were to bridge the
,

gap between tl-e,,APA and parolees, to engender trust aria confidence in the

correctional system, to decrease recidivism, and to reduce parble vibiations.,
-

During the first year, 13 e[-offenders were hired as aides; an additional

10 ffenders were employed the second year; arid 7 aideS we.mhired in

he third year.

,Salary

;;-

a

Ex-offenders working as .N.ole officer aides (PM's) do not enjoy

the same status, p wars,. or salary levels as parole officers, although in

the areas pf salary and status the gap has been sharply reduced. The POA's

position was originally classified a Caseworker II under the State Civil

Service regulations; the first-y r par le.officer is classified as a Parole

.Officer I. lie salary differentials in 1974 were marked: $3,70 per hour or

$7,696 ,per annum for the POA, and $4.16 per hour or $8,652.80 per annum for
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a

the Parole Officer I. Originally, only one of ,the POA's could be class' d

as a Parole Officer.l; because the other aidt lacked the formal e

of at least three years of college. The situation--at least in

terms of developing a career ladder--was further; complicated by the limilted

'range i the Caseworker series (I, II, III); only one higher level existed

for promotion and salary increases (other than the annual "step" raises).

Did the APA develop a career ladder?

At he point of entry, 12 POA's had less than a high school education;

11 had graduated from high schOol, 13 had at least some college education,
.

and one was a college graduate. As of June 30, 1975, through release time,

DEEP funding,. availability of colleges and universities;vhigh motiv

and APA policies and encouragement, the situation had changed m

POA's, hid completed high school, 18 were enrolled in colle

kedly,

one-haci

finished en undergraduate degree, two were working, on masters, and one had

completed a master's degree.

Even more remarkable were the promotions in rank: 4 POA's were pro-

rooted to the parole officer series. This is an important precedent. The APA
AV,

appears to have constructed a career ladder forindigenous paraprofessionals,

who have been recruited into jobs Vith futures and_ which offrotradvancement in
,terms of !Doti romotions and saler increases.

Al*"

D irties thethe Parole Officer Aide

tTheOhio POA program differs from 'most.° her parole aide p ms in

operation in the Uhilted States in that each aide wag assigned a cas

30 parolees and was required to provide supervision comparable to that

31
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provided by professional officers.
.
(The caseloads might be \ ncreased in\- ,,

.
,

size in the immediate future.) The initial 10cases,ass1gned to each aid
.

\

were selected from existing parole officer caseloads fro within the sam
I

geographical unit in which the aide Worked. These 10 cases were "multiple
, k

t

'problerhs" cases, in need of intensive supervisiori and attention. he term

"multiple p'roblems" does riot refer to the severity of a parolee's crime or life
.

, sltuation; rather, if refers to the combination of ,social'and/or behavioral , ,

problems impacting on the parolee. Pero,le regulatkods stipulated that such

N

cases would consist only c men "orf the street", not awaiting arrest, trial

or further incarceration. The other 20 cases were, for the most part, typical

parolees (see Chapter 4), although the second year evaluation indicated the

POA's received parolees with more intensive pah criminal records, incarcer-
.

ated for longer periods of time, on whom,paroleofficers,had "given up",

and who were about to violate and be returned to incarceration. Some of the
4:

same differences were found in a sample,of caseloads in the third year,

(ChaPte 4).

The POA's were intended to be and have in general functioned as

job resource developers for the APA. It was,generally felt that the aide was

in a better position to lOcate employment possibilities for parolees than were

the parole officers, due to the aide's intuitive understanding of the types of

jobs parolees need, as well as his intimate knowledge of the neighi5orhoods

in which the parolee was to work. These aptitudes have apparently provided

a new or more extensive expertise to the APA, which was previousif unavailable.

4 :3
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\The three-ye revaluation substantiates the effeCtiveness of parole officer
v

aides in job procurement for parolees. I.

Another important,- furtion of the aides was their ability to act, as

a resource for other.staff members.' /Because the parole offiOes aides were

generJ.ly familiar with,high-delinguency nei6hborhoodS within their working

-unit as well as the high-crime areas and establishments that should be avoided

"by,paroieos, their knowledge was invaluable to other parole officers both in

evaluating andcounseling parolees. The parole aides were in an ideal

position to share first-hand information about particular offenders and to

:suggest alternative supervision techniguel,,;

An additional responsibility of the aides (as outlined in their job

description) was that of speaking regularly before high schools service

groups, and pre-release institutional inmate groups to publicize the Adult

Parole Authority's Programs and to gain community support. As might be

expected, 'some aides participated in this activity more extensively than others.

Limitations on the Parole Officer Aide
,

By4lawN, the parole officer aide in Ohio is not allowed to: (1) arrest

a parolee, (2) own or carry a firearm, or (3) transport an arrested offender.

Also, due to statutory limitations, an aide cannot assume the responsibility

of sole supervision over parolees. Thus, a weekly staffing of the aide's cases

with the senior parole officer and unit supervisor is mandatory. (These were

carried out more judiciously by some unit supervisors than others, as will

be apparent in the evaluation whidh follows). In addition, monthly visits

46
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are theoretically required by the supervising officer to the homes of parolees

assigned to the parole officer aide to "collaborate information given at the
-;,

weekly staffing, to determine attitudes of the offefider all0 his family toward

the aide, and to prtvide any additional assistance to the offender deemed

necessar,y."

Selection.aircl Assignment of Aides

Selection of parole offiter aides was initiated through recommendations

by parole officeus. The various districts of the Adult Parole Authority were

informed of the p-rogram the first year and were asked to recommend qualified

men who had successftlly completed parole. Several ex-offenders were already

involved in speaking engagements with parole officers or were volunteering for

work around the Office. These men showed an interest in the work of the parole

department and some were considered "naturals" for the job. Men were also

recruited from successful community programs using ex-offende.cst such as

Seven Steps and Con-cerns. Recommendations were forwarded to the Project

Director, who, along With top administrators of the Adult Parole Authority,

selected 13 men to begin in August, 1972. The additional aides hired in 1973
0.0

and 1974 were selected on a somewhat different basis. Parole units in which

new aides were td work.selected prospects who were then approved by. the
0."

Central Office.
.ar

The fopowing selection criteria for parole officer aides were establithed
1

and generally" followed:
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1. Age There was a, reluctance to hire men younger than 22. 4.6

2. Residency All applicants were required to be hio residents

3. Parole status All applicants -had to have completed
parole.

Communication skills Applicants had to demonstrate a propensity
fdr interpersonal communication skills (be articulate and be free
of psychopathologicallendencies.

5. Applicants must have displayed "acceptable" behavior during
incarceration.

6.'Applicants must have displayed sufficient "coping" ability and
genuine concern for others. .

,

7. Applicant's behaVior must not have been considered excessively
assaultive or aggressive. to the point of being dysfunctional.

To facilitate a successful beginning, the Project Director was careful

to select 'winners" men he was confident would succeed. Of the 13

men chosen in August of 1972, 10 remain as active and successful parole

officer aides in August 1974. One man resigned after disdovering he was

not suited for the program; one man was terminated because of an alcohol -

problem;- and one rtin was promoted to the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation

ail(' Corrections as an ombudsman. The additional aides hired in 1973 have

not been quite so successful in maintaining employment. One.was terminated

because of suspicious activity (possibly criminal); another was 'terminated

because of behavior unbecoming a parole officer; a third quit because of

his dissatisfaction with the restriction prohibiting his carrying a firearm;

and a fourth was promoted to the state ombudsman's office (the second aide
,

to be promoted to that office). 'The aides who resigned or were involuntarily

terminated were all replaced by other ex-offenders. Sever aides were hired.
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in.19411975 A and 22 were employed by the Department of Rehabilitation and

Correction June 30, 1975. Parenthetleally, two aides left the APA for positions.

- in private enterprise, at levels`to be considered promotions.

Description of Ohio't Parole Officer Aides

The aides employed by the Ohio Adult Parole Authority were drawn from

diverse backgrounds.. Although most came from blue collar backgrounds,

their previous occupations ranged from sherii!'s deputy, undercover agent,

employment placement specialist, welder, roofer, landscaper, and salesman,

to more menial jobs such as custodian, porter, cab driver, grave digger,

and gas station attendant. The aides' formal education was considerably

less than qie average parole officer's. Only one aide had a colkse degree,

4nd 12 aides had not even completed high school at pgint of initial employment

as a POA.

The aides' past criminal involvement varied considerably as well.

In 197,4, the number of arrests for aides varied from 1 to 21 with an average-of

6.2 yrests, while the'number of convictions also varied considerably from 1.
,

to 21 with the average being 4.2 CoriVictions. The actual time aides had

previously been incarcerated ranged from 11 months to 10 years, with the

average time being 51.3 months per aide. The offenses for which they had

been incarcerated ranged from murder, manslaughter, robbery, and assault

and battery, to'issuing insufficient fund checks, auto theft, burglary,

receiving stolen goods, and carrying a concealed weapon. Judging from the

4J
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above data, it would appear that the paroled officer aides hired by the Ohio
N.'Adult Parole Authdritymere extensively perienced in the field of crime.

Training Seiminar
,, .Prkor to entering the field on a full-time basis, all of the first year

parole officer aides (along with their future supervisors) were involved in a

two -weak training seminar. The agenda for the first week included several
, -

'peakers from the Adult Parole Authority who discussed thq philosophy, goals
-,...

and objectives of the program; the various roles of the parole officer aide;
.

counseling and interviewing techniques; the criminal justice system; the

use of community resources; and parole philosophy as it relates to the

e

/

0

community. The seminar'also included instructions on report Nriting and the
)

proper procedursfor completing departmental terms .

During tie second week, sessions were conducted by Program Des

and Implerrientation, a subsidiary of Exequtive General Corporation. Variou
/ .

models of communication were discussed as well as team biailding.and

practical planning. Individual speakers discussed psychological "hang-ups"
> ..

/ .and psychological "bigness .1. The Leadership Planning Guide from Managerrient

Research Associates was used to evaluate all participants in the seminar.
/

This information was also helpful in breaking down initial barriers between

the aides and their supervisors, and in promoting communication crucial to'

the program's success.

The subsequent training seminar for the second group of parole officer

aides was conducted by the Public Service Careers and lasted four weeks.
3
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The format for this second seminar covered essentially the same areas as

the first; however, additional emphasis was given to verbal, writing, arkd

covseling skills. f

The 7 new POA's in the third year were hired at various times through

out the year, preventing a formal training seminar. These 7 POA's were

trained in lasses routinely conducted at the parole.officer training unit.

Evaluation

) In September of 1972, the At Parole Authority contracted with the

Program for the Stidy of Crime and Delinquency of the Ohio State University
. 1

to conduct an evaha tive study of the Parole Officer Aide Project. ins following
a

information in this) port concerns that evaluation and will be covered in
A

detail in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6.
.......

Summary

Since September of 1972, Ohio has employed ex-offenders to work as

parole officer aides. Selected on the basis of successful parole completion,

past beEal<or and personal capabilities, the parole officer aides have performed
00

tasks similar to thos.e.ef a parole officer, with certain limitations. Specifically,

the par(Ie officer aide was responsible for a caseload of 30 parolees, performed
\some publir relations activities, and served as a resource for other staff mem-

bers. Men selected as parole officer aides received thorough, intensive
0

training concerning the Adult Parole Authority goals and objectives, as well as

more mundane and ordinary topic matters.
4,

\
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CHAPTER 3

NIETHODOLOGX ,

. )

This chapter details methodology used In evaluating Ohio's Parole
s

Officer Aideprograir. The first part of this chapter briefly describes the

goals of the evaluation and the various means utilized in attempting to

each these gbals. The last part of the chapter consists of a more extensive
1

description and explanation of the various approaches utilized in valuating

the program as well as identifying specific indices and scales utilized by the
.

researchers. In addition, several limitations of this evaluation and report
z--

are noted, and some suggestions are made Itr future evaluations and criminal

justice evaluators. The results and analyses of the data will be presented . I
in chapters 4, 5, and 6.

t

Goals.,of the Evaluation

4

. L

The primary goal in evaluating the POA program has been to determine

the effectiveness of ex-offenders working as parole officer aides for the

Adult Parole Authority (APA). Inasmuch as the ex-offenders (parole officer
v

aides) did not necessarily perform tasks identical to those of traditional

parole officers, utilizing some type of quasi-experimental design was not
0 - .feasible. The decision was made to use a compromise research design (i.e.,

.."

comparing aides to parole officers on those tasks which both gro.Ups would be

performing).
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One of the major limitations of the Parole Officer Aide Program evalua-

tion is the lack of any equivalent group with whi :h to Compare results. If

evaluators conclude on the basis of their data analysis that a program 4

effective and worthwhile or ineffective and worthless, it must be in

relation to something else.i For this reason, a control group was selected.

Each parole officer selected As a member of the control group worked in one

of the :geogr hical units to which an aide was assigned and was also the

officeii in that unit mostlike the aide With respect to prior work experience

wan the Adult Parole Authority (i.e., generally, the ydungest parole officer ,

in terms of work experience). Using such a control groupallowed us to reach
-

certain genetal conclusions that we otherwise could not hdve.

As was indicated in Chapter 2, aides not only had fewer cases than

parole ,iffic-6rs,- but, in addition, had a higher percentage of "multiple problems"

cases. (Generally one-third of the aide's caseload was made by of parolees

with multiple problems.) In addition, aides were sometimes.assigned parolees

from other offiler's caseloads who had repeatedly broken rules and were in

danger of having their paroles revoked.. Given the different nature of the

aide's caseload and the typical parcee officer's caseload, comparisons on'
,

such normal indicators as parolees' recidivism rates might therefore be mis-

leading, although one. such comparison 1s offered in Chapter 6.

. Approaches Utilized in Evaluating the Program
I

The Parole Officer Aide Program was continuously monitored and eval-

4 uated since the program's inception in Sepleipber, 1972; several approaches

were used. First, a questionnaire was developed to measure various attitudes
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and orientations generally associatJ with effective social service personnel:

4 Thig questionnaire was administered each year to all parole officer aides and
. .

all parole officers in Ohio. Second, after the Parole Officer Aide Program was
0. )

'essentially underway, in -depth interviews were conducted by a professional 4
-r

interviewer with each of the parole officer aides. The primary purpose of
1

,
these interviews was to ascertain any problems aides might be having with

.

C".-1their, new responsibilities, as e as to determine their effectiVeness. Third,.

undergraduate students (primariiy_junior§ and seniors) from Ohio State Univer-

sity worked an entire day with either a parole officer aide or a parole officer.

(Te1 n parole officers gate- selected as a control group the first year and 23 the
.

second.) These students, trained as participant observers and instructed on

field rocedures and recording clf information for latAanalysis, reported the
r

activities and evaluated the effectiveness of the parole officers and aides

with whom they worked. Fourth, each ,unit supervisor was interviewed every

year and asked to rate the effectiveness of parole officer aides and the parole

officers in the control group under his jurisdic Fifth, inmates at Ohio's

adult penal institutions, who were at the time participating in a pre-release

program, were admininistered questionnaires to poll their attitudes concerning

the appropriateness of the aide program. Sixth, a irly large sample of the

parolees supervised by parole officer aides or the parole officers in the control

group were s urveyed concerning their attitudes and evaluations-of-th-ese/micas--
. _

rendered by the officer or aide who directly supervised them. These parolees

41
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werelmailed a quetionnaire on which they rated the quality and quantity.

of supervision they received. Additional information about the parolees

polled was obtained from the Adult Parole AutIviity files for comparative

purpOses. Seventh, the second year's evaluation also included a national

survey of State Directors of Correction to 4termine the prevalence and

desirability of ex-offender programs in corrections. (The results were presented

it Chapter 1.)

1. Attittldinal Questionnaire

.
One of the firt tasks undertaken was the construction and administra-

tion of a tool designed to measure' respondents' attittigies and orientations
/s

toward working w and relating to people. Essentially the same instrument
s

was administered. every year.. Thi5 instrument was administered to all paroje

officers and aides at their respdctive district meetings.

The questionnaii-esNere'administered to,102 men the first year, 89 of wham

were parc3le officers and 13 were parole officer aides who completed the ques-

tionnaire. In the third year, 89 emi:koyees were surveyed, 22 of whom were

.7. parole officer aides.

In looking at the social characteristics of the two groups -(see'Table.9)

certain demographic differences were apparent. (On a number of the questions.

for the first year, certain. demographic information was missing on a large

I number of pa'role Officers. The reaso for this gap, t some questions

were added to the questiorinair after ithad already been adrninisred to a

large number of the parole officers.) In the two years, the aides were composed

of a much greater percentage of BlaCks than were the parole officers (54%
5')
42 .

*

I-



I
.

/
compared to 247, in 1973 and 63% compared to 18% in 1974); aids also had

considerably less fb-rmal schooling than did the parole officers. The ,(
0:0"

majority of the aides' had riot finished high school while the'majority of the

parole officers were college graduates. Also, °a' higher percentage of parole

officers than parole aides were married f924 compared to 62%, it 1973 and 66%

Ico ared ,-58 in 1974).

everal scales wel-e included in this initial questionnaire

Acevement Motivation Scalel composed of the following ten items was used:

1. I like tS do my very best in whatever I undertake.
2. I would like to do something that means a lot to other people.
3. If somebod$, says I'm not good enough, I usually try harder.
4. I like to succeed in the things that I do.
5. The easier the job, the better I like it.
6. I try to be bettr at things than most people.
7. Doing hard jobs makes me proud.

I don't like people who are always trying to get ahead.
9. I would like to accomplish something of great significance.

10.,. a like the 4allenge of a hard job.

elf Y:steem Score2 compoed of ten questions wa included:

1. Once people get tip know me they usually don't like me.
2. I don't have too much respect for myself.
3. I think that most people like me.
4. I will never amount td anything worthwhil
5. The more people kitow about me, the ie s they like me.

. ,6. I don't believe that aiwOne really like me.
7. I'm not much good for anything.
8. There's nothing about. me that is ang:-ood.
9. Sometimes, I think Pen no good at all.

10. All in all, I would say that I am a failure.
'a

A Focal Concerns Score which included ten statements was.employed:

I'd rather not .have anyone telling me whliat to do. .,'
. Never back down from a fight. .

'3. You shouldn't waste yolur time on anything t hat is not exciting-.
N-- 4. Excitement makes, life worth livin

5'. You can get what you want from othe people if you can outsmart them.
6. The most successful mengot that way by being lucky.

5,3,
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developed and utill2eth

1. The parole officer aide (POA) can be a valuable assistant to the
parole Officer.

2. The POAs prior criminal status will lessen his ability to
up jobs for parolees.
POAs have a unique understanding of problems of wesent parolees.

4. There are a few qualified POAs who can do effective parole work.'
5. POAs will be as effective in changing present parolets as are

parole officers.
6. POAs will undermine the parole officer's position with parolees.
7). The best agent for changing parolees is the POA.
8. M st parolees will see POAs as a stool pigeon for the correctional

sy tem.
9. Us of POAs will improve the agency's public image.

10. POAs will demand too much time and effort in supervision by
parole officers.

11. The use of POAs will probably result in new treatment programs
that will help parolees adjust to the street.

,12. POA's will be torn between loyalty to the parolee and to the coffee.
tional agency.
Using POAs is highly likely to reduce, parole violations in their
caseloads.

14. POAS have'little to offer criminal justice system.
15, In general, POAS are le to carry the same caseload as a parole

officer.
16. POAS would be more effective with multiple problems cases than

with a general caseload.
17. Most POAs will have problems relating to the average parole case.
18. As far as the acceptance of other ex-offenders by the community

is concerned, the use of POAs is likely to be useful to corrections.
19. POA's would be-more effective in institutional work rather than

parole work.
20. The POA will affept the image of the parole officer positively.
21. Most parolees would object to being supervised by a POA rather

r than a parole officer.
22. POAs decrease the gap between parolees and the parole system .
23. The POA will affect thperimage of the parole officer positively.,.
24. PGAs are able to promote 4). ositive public:relations for the parole

system.

-).

7: You've t to be able to fight your way out of tough spots.
8. The y thing I\have ta-14: forward to is whatever excitement

I can find. -'
9s. Anything that is 'not exciting,is not worth doing.

.10. The tqugh guy has it made.

Parole Aide Scale consisting of thirty-six separate indicators was also
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25. 'Using POAs will not increase trust Of parolees in the parole sytten .-
26. Parolees who are assisted by POAs are more likely t cceed on

parole than those whodo not receive such help.
27. POAs will not be as effective as the parole officer sin e

parolee will not see him as an authority figure'.
28. POAs can establish productive relations with non-middle class

parolees which parole officers would find most difficult to establish.
29. Most POAs tend'to overlook techniCal violations of parolees.
30. It is easy for a POA to help parolees' avoid pitfalls.which he has

already made.
'31. Most POP.s will not be as dedicate<to changing parolees as 11parole officers.
32. Using POAs will increase trust of parolees in the parole system.
33. POA's are as effective in changing:behavior of parolees as are

parole officers.
34. Parole officers are more effIctiVe in changing behavior'of parolees

than are POAs.
35. The use of POAs can reduce recidivism among parolees.
36. POA's can supervise parolees with a minimum of difficulty.,

Srole's Anomie Scale3 was also utilized, consisting of five statements:

1. Most public officials (people in public office) are not really
interdsted in the problems of the average man. In general, would
you agree with that statement or disagree?

2. These days a person doesn't really know whom he can count on.
3. Nowadays, a person has to live pretty much for today and let

tomorrow take care of itself.
4. In spite of what some people say, the lot (condition) of the average

man is getting worse, not better.
It's hardly fair to bring a child into, the world with the way things
look for the future.

A Powerlessness Scale4 composed of seven questions was used:

1. There's yen, little we do do to keep prices from going higher.
2. Persons like myself have little chance of protecting thairersonal

r interests when they conflict with those of strong pressure groups.
3. A lasting world peace can be achieved by those of us ho wait

toward it.
4. I think each of us can do a great deal to improve worl opinion

of the United States.
'5. This world is .run by the few people in power, and they is not

much the little gUy can do aboilt it.
6. Peo'ple like The can change the course of world events if we make

ourselves heard.
7. More and more, I feel helpless in the face of what's happening in

the-world today.
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A Conservatism Scale5 made up of nine questions was included:

1. If you start trying to change things very much, you usually make
them worse.

2. No matter how we like to talk about it, political authority really
i comes not frpm us, but from some higher power.

3. It's better to stick by what you have than to be trying new things
you don't really know about.

.
4. A man doesn't really, get to have much wisdom until he's well along

in years.
5. I prefer the practical man any time to the man of ideas.
6. If something grows up over a long time, there will always be much

wisdom in it.
7. I'd want to know that something would really work before I'd be

willing to take a chance on it.
8. All groups can live in narmony in this country without changing

the system in any way.
9. We must respect the work of our forefathers and not think that

we know better than they did.

Two Dogmatism Scales were incorporated into the questilmaire. One of the. ,

Dogmatism Scales consisted of all fifteen items6 while the othei- scale?
it
`included only the first ten statements of those listed below:

1. Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonely place.
2. It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what's going on. l,
3. A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is beneath

contempt.
4. In the history"of mankind there have probably been just a handful

of really great thinkers. 1

5. Most people just don't know what's good for them.
6. Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop.
7. The worst crime a person can commit is to attack publicly the

people who believe in the same thing he does.
i 8. In this complicated world of ours the only way we know what is/

going on is to rely upon leaders or experts who can be trusted.

.:.

9r In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and associates
whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one's own. i -

10 . While I don't like mit this even to myself, I sometimes have
the ambition to bec great man like Einstein, Beethoven,
or Shakespeare. .

11. jv1y blood boils when r a person stubbornly refuses to admit he's wrong.
12. There are two kinds of people in this world: those who are for

the truth and those who are against the truth.
13. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

(



14. It is better to be a dead hero than to`be a 'live coward.
15. The'present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is only the

future that counts.

In addition to the attitudinal scales, indices, and the social biographical

data, the questionnaire also focused on the orientations concerning corrections

and more specifically, the causes of crime, as viewed by the aides and

officers. These latter dimensions were tapped again in the third year.

2. In-Depth Interviews of Parole Officer Aides

In-depth interviews with each parold officer aide were conducted during
tf .

the first evaluation year by professionalinterviewer, hied to travel to the

,various Ohio cities in which aide's were worki0g.On-the-job interviews

were ,Conduct6d-in Akron, Athens, Canton! Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus,

Dayton, Lima,,Toledo, and Youngstown. The-major focus of this portion of tl-e .

evaluation was to ascertain:how'well the aides had been assimilated into the
,

Adult Parole guthority, how well they were functioning, and if any major

problems were being encountered. do addition, several qiiestions were asked .

as to how,aides utilized their work time and how satisfied they were with
7

their work.

3. Field Observations of Officers and Aides

As part ".f the evaluation, information was desired on the relationship
. '.4

I ,, S
between parole officer aides and the parblees they supervised as comilaredo. .. .

\e'traditional p ole officers. 'Also of interest was the way, in which aides

utilized the r working, hours as compared to ,parole officers.
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At point in the evaluator:, it was determihed that some type of
..

control group was needed for, comparative purposes. This' group would serve. % - ,
. 4 t,,-

. .
as.a reference point for the parole officer aides. Although &parole officer

aide's job descriptibn differed somewhat from a-parole offider's, the similar-
. 4,

ities 'between the two appear to be greater then the differences.
S

The, first control groupswas selected in March, 1973, and at that time,
$

. .,. ,

only 10 of the original 13 aides Were still. employed by the Adult Parole

Authority.- Teri,pavAe 4ficers, Were therefore select in the manner described

above; These 10 officers are the control group fbr the 1973 evaluation and

many- of the comparisons Will be in reference to their behavior and job

performance. A similar procedure was followed the' second' year when 23

parole officers were selected as the control groUp. In the third year were 23

parole aides, and 23 parole officers were randomly selected from within

,parole units. From this point on, when reference is made to parole officers,

it will denote those men cortiprisin0 the control group, unless otherwise specified.
I

It was originally planned for unit supervisors to rate both aides and

parole officers on their ability to relaie With parolees, as well 4s to have a

sample oc parolees rate each group on various criteria. In addition, it was

' felt that further insight'might be gained py having someone work vith members

of each prod') and keep reliable recOrds'on a number of items.

Nineteen junior and senior students from The Ohio State University

were selected for thiS part of th,e data collection the first year and 46 the

second year. They received instructions on methods of participant observa-

tion and various ways to collect data in an unobtrusive and now-reactive manner.

Each student was also provided with a brief outline of questions tha t pe son

6i
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was to answer following his'field work. Two or 3 days following each stu-

dent's field work, a research staff member at the Program for the Study of

Crime and Delinquency met with the students individually for a "debriefing"

interview. These interviews generally took 30 minutes to 1 hour to complete.

In addition to the student's written report (which was gone Over at this time),

other information discussed in Chapter 4 was solicited from each student.

We were aware of the possibility of sei3ctive perception and retention

of information on the part of the field articipants. It was felt, howe.ver, that

any biasing of such perceptions would be randomly distributed between the

2 groups (parole officer aides andllarole officers), inasmuch as no effort

was made to match type of field worker with type of Adult Parole Authority

employee. As a precaution, howeiYer, sthdents.were simply informed they would

be working with a parole officer and that the purpose of the evaluation was (.
to provide the Adult Parole Authority with an indication of a typical day for

a parole officer in Ohio. No mention was made of the fact that some of the

parole officers were former offenders. Similarly, parole officers and aides

were simply requested to allow a student registered in a criminology course at

The Ohio State University to work with them for a day to see wha t parole

officers db.

Field" workers recorded specific information on the folloWing topics

for both years:

1. Number of parolees seen during the day.
2. What percentage of the officer's time was spent with parolees.
3. How well the officer got along with parolees and with fellow staff

members.
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4. I tervitis with Unit 'Supervisors

Each unit supervisor in Whose unit a.parole officer aide worked was

interviewed in late March of .1973, 1974, and 1975, by one of the research staff

..lembers fromge Program. The number of unit supervisors increasedfrom 11)

to 20 during the second year's study. Thie supervisors were asked to evaluate
* . .

the aide,working in their unit as well as the parole officer (selected as a

.'ier,iLer of the control group) on, several characteristics. Fourteen Supervisors

were interviewed in the third year.

The questions used for these interviews were developed from discussiohs

which research staff members had with several staff members of the Adult

Parole Authority. Three characteristics repeatedly mentioned as necessary for

a pa'role officer to perform well on his Job were used in measuring the effec-
.,

tiveness of officers and aides from their supervisors perspective:

1. The officer's ability to motivate parolees.
2. The officer's ability to relate in a non-threatening and yet

firm manner to parOlees.
3. The officer's willingness to put himself out, or in other words

"go the extra mile" in working with parolees.

The supervisor was asked to rate the aide and the "control" parole

officer on each of the aboveCharacteristics using a scale from 0 to 100.

' The scale was presented in,the following manner:

Poor -, Aieerage Excellent
0 10 20 30 46 50

using this same type pf rating scale, sup

60 70 80 90 100

visors were asked to indicate w

the,, aide or officer under his supprvision ranked with respect to: (1) gett ing

jobs or special job tr\d.ining for parolees, (2) getting along with fellow workers,

(3). getting along with representaVves of other programs and agencies in the

50 ?
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community, (4) report writing, and- (5) as an overall employee of the Adult

Parole 'Authority. Data were also gathered from supervisors on the advantages

and disadvantages of the Parole Officer Aide Program and on any additional

activities in which aides had engaged which were not general y performed by

parole officers.

5. Inmates' Attitudes Toward the Parole Officer Aide Prog am

The fifth method utilized in evaluati4 the Perot Officer Aide Program '
to,

Was to have inmates, who were about to be relea ed from prison-, rate the .,---/,-:- -
advantages and disadvantages of s uch an approach. Inasmuch as all parole

-,

officer's and aides' ultimate job is tO help i rp_iintes released from correctional
to

institutions adjust,to'and function adeqIately in society, it seemed logical

to ascertain what these offender felt about the use of ex-offenders in. ,.

corrections.
'4

The research design originally called for the administration of a
-

questionnaire in April, 1973, to inmates in the pre-rel,ease,program of all
,

institutions for felony offenders in Ohio. Because of budgetary and time

limitations, this quytionnaire was administered only to those inmates in the

pre-release program at the two male (reformatory) institutions at Lebanon and

Mansfield. However, during the second year's evaluation, inmates from all
6 penal institutions in Ohio were included in the sample'. The number of inmates

PP

responding to the qu-estionnaire is therefore somewhat limited the first year

(65 responden'ts); a more adequate sample size was obtained the second year
40

(180 respondents) : Table 9 reveals several characteristics of the two groups.
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The second year's sample contained a larger` percentage of Blacks (52%

in 1974 as compared to 44% in 1973), a wider age distribution, and a larger

percentage of high,school graduates (39% in 1974 as compared to 14% in 1973),.

These changes appear to reflect changes in the inmate composition in Ohio'

prisons. For example, in 1973 less than 50% of the inmates were Black and,

in May of 1974, the Adult Parole Authority reported that 58% of the inmates

were Black. In October of 1975, 52`% of the inmates were Black.

6. Survey of Parolees

The sixth approach used in evaluating the aide program was a survey

of the parolees supervised by aides, and officers in the control group. It was

felt that the parolees could indicate the effectiveness of aides in comparison

to parole office4 as well as or better than any other group.

A sample of 26 paroleet the firSt year and 10 parolees the following

year was randomly selected from each officer's and aide's caseload. Inasmuch

as the caseloads of many parole officer aide's differed significantly from those

of other parole officers, each unit pupervisor was requested to go over the list
A

of parolees 'on the "control". officer's caseload and select the 30 parolees most
..-J

similar to those he would assign the aide., From these 30names each year,

a sample of parolees was randomly selected.' This approach seemed necessary

in order to have sortwztat similar groups of paroltees to evaluate the aides and

the officers because of postible differences in type of parolees on various

caseloads. As one would expect, some unit supervisors had voiced appre-
e

hension about assigning potentially violent parolees to aides while other

supervisors indicated they assigned the "worse" pardlees in their unto the

65aide.
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TABLE 9

SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTI,S T. INMATES FROM
OHIO CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS RFSP NDING TO QUESTIONS,.
CONCERNING THE PAROLE OFFICER AIDE ROGRAM

1973 Respondents 1974 Respondents

Percentageumber Percentage Number

1. What is your r ce?

Black 1 28 43.7 90
White 36 56.3 81
Other 0 0 3

2. On your last birthday,

how old were you?

18-21 22 36.6 18
22-25 30 50.0 38
26-30 8 13.4 38
Over 30 0 0 1 .79

3. How many years of school
have you completed?

0-1 years 0 0 3
4-6 years 0 0 5
7-8 years 10 15.6 21
9-11 years (some high

school or trade
school) 37 57.8 67

12 years (high school
graduatO 9 14.0 57

13-15 years (some
college or techni-

cal school) 8 12.5 18
16 years or more

(college graduate) 0 0 2

How many times in your life
have you been arrested?

1-2
6 16.2 52

3-5 12 32.4 49
6-10

. 7 18.9 30
11-20 6 16.2 , 16
More than 20 1 2.7 7

Unspecified
5 13.5 26

53

6

0

51.7

46.5

1.8

10.4

22.0

22.0

45.6

1.7

2.9

12.1

4 38.7
......

32.9

10.4

1.1'

28.9

27.2

16.7

8.9

- 3.9

14.4
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TABLE 9 (continued)

to

1973 Respondents 1974 Respondents

4
Number Percentage Number Percentage

5. How old were you when you
were first arrested?

Under 10
10-15

16-18

19-21

22-25

Over 25

(Median age at first arrest:

5.

16

8

6

2

0

13.5

43.2,

21.6

16.2

5.4

0

' 5

48'

50

22

16

29

2'.9

28.2

29,4

12.9

9.4

17.0

1973 = 14;, 1974 = 18)

(Mean age at first arrest:
1

1973 = 15 yr. 1 1/2 mo.;
1974 = 20 yr. 1.9 mo.)

6. How much time have you spent
altogether. in correctional
institutions?

Less than 1 year 0 0 1 .51

More than 1 year but

less than 3 years 20 54.1 '48 28.6

More thant3 years but
less than 7 years 12 32.4 66 39.3

7 years or more 5 13.5 53 31.5
(mean time incarcerated

`1973 =. 45 mo.p..

1974 = 67.2 mo.)

Have you ever been on parole?

ct..

Yes 16 40.0 78 43.8
No 24 60.0 100 56.2

. 54

r6 7
/

\



o

This type of research d sign was again a compromise from the original

approach. At the beginning of the aide program, twenty of the thirty parolees

whom the aides were to supervise were to be randomly assigned from a list

of new parolees beihg released from the pet-41. institutions. (The other 10

case had already been assigned and, were "multiple problems" in nature.)

Parolses were to bi assigned to aides whose parole,unit corresponded to the

gefrgraphical location of the parolee's residence. Some unit supervisors

declined to assign certain types of rolees to an aide; thus, the caseloadI,
that an aide received varied accordingly.

The compiling of the. sample of 400 parolees' names and addressed

the first year and 460 the second took some time and required a substaritial

effort on theii;iarn5(the research staff. In excess of 5 letters were sent to
4

some unit supervisors as well as long distance telephone calls made before

a list of 30 parolees' names and, addresses was acquired.

In-the first year,rsonalized letters explaining very simply the ature

of fhe evaluation and asking for help were individually typed and sent to each
0.

parolee. In the second year, form-letters were used. These letters, along

with a.printed questionnaire anda pre-addressed, stamped-, return envelope were

sent in air mail envelopes to each parolee. Five days later the first follow-

up letter was, ailed to parolees who had not responded, reminding them to

return the questionnaire. The sctond follow-up letter was sent apprdximately

10 days after the original mailing. A fourth letter along with another copy

of the questionnaire was mailed to nonrespondents 2 weeks following the

original mailing; a fifth letter was also sent requesting the parolees' help in
*4t

the \study. -
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t

Although the total sample size was to be 400 parolees the first year

and 460 the second, several peolees had either been reincarcerated or had

their parole terminated befOreethe first mailing. In addition, the mailed

materials could Snot be delivered to severtl parolees, because of incorrect
. ,

no forwarding, address. These facts reduced the petentiartesporrlents to

357 parolees the firsts. year and 418 the second. The compositions of the

)

original sample, thcs e contacted, and thole who comPletbd and returned the

citte8t-Vnaire are presehted in Table 10.

._ The social characteristici of the parolees retu ing the questionnaire
4.4

are rftcorded in Table 11 according to whether they w re under the supervision

of an aide or a parole officer. pp the average, the pa olees suXrvised by

4 .

46.

aides appear to be somewhat older tharittose_ under the 'supervision of 'parole

officers (2.2 Years

31.2 years in 1974).

comparecloyith 29.9 _years in 1973 and 31.3 yea,,, sr versus
at

-) ,*The
0
aides' caseloads also consist of a much 'higher

percentage of Blacks than do the parole officers' szzioads (67.6% compared

with 30.1% in191i73, and 63.5% compared with 5212% in 1974). On the average,

parolees under the supervision of aides have completed fewer years of formal

schooling than parolees being supervised by parole officers, and parolees
, A

supervised by aides in 1974 earned on the average considerably less money

per wedk than parole officers' paroleks. Parolees under the supervision of
'

.41e.

aides also had more extensive criminal records anti experienced their first
I

arregt.on the averan a yeat and a half earlier than parolees supervised by

parole offiCer§.
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Even with the use of a somewhit similar control group, the evaluation

of aides' peilormance\wes stilki-somewhat limited by the fact that the case-

load of aides and parole officers differed both with respect to size and poss bly

"types" of parolees. Nevertheless many valid and reliable conclusions can

be drawn from the evaltz tion.

In the third year, 10 parole officer aides were randomly selected from

the total possible universe of agents . The primary focus of the survey was

to gather data to answer the following qUestions:

1. At'e the caseloads of aides still smaller than those of the parole
officers?

2. Are there more ":nultiple problemsi cases on parole officer or aides'
caseloads?

The parole agents were asked to provide data pn every other case under their

supervision. The average reported cavloads'were 49.1 for parole officers,

and 30.6 for aides. See Table 12.

'TABLE 12.

DEMOGRPPHIC AND CASELOAD DATA ON RAI'DOM SAMPLE
OF TEN PAROLE OFFICER AIDES AND TEN PAROLE OFFICERS

Parole Officer Parole
Aides Officers

Mean Age

Race:,/ Black
White

Mean Size of
Caseload

Mean # Multi-
Problem Cases

Mean # Regular
Cases

34

6 2

4 8

30.6 ; 49.1

37.6% 15.8 32.3%

19,1 624% 32,3 65.8%

1
59



.

The aides' average caseload was ao.s, as noted in.Table 12. Of

these, 37.6% were multiple problems cases; the officers supervised an average
I ,

v of 49.l.cases', an,32.2% were multiple problems cases.

TABLE 13.

S.

' NUMBER OF JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR PAROLEES ON
PAROLE OFFICER AIDE AND PAROLE OFFICER CASELOADS:

1975 .

# of
Arrests

P.O.
Caseloads
# %

P.O.A.
Caseloads
# %

Total
# %

0 67 31.0 42 109 31.2%

1 30 13.9 16 12,0 46 13.2

2 54 25.0 21 1 5'. 8 75 21.5

L a
3 31 14.4 22 16.5 53 15.2

4 11 5.1 11 8.3 22 6.3
.--

5 or more 23 10.6 21 15.8 44 12.6
216 100.0% 133 100.0% 349 100.0%

The data from the third year survey are presented in Tables 13-17.

In Ta13.1e,13, the number of juvenile arrests for each client under supervision is

presented by type of supervision agent;(in general, the POA -'s in this sample
g ,are supervising clients which had proportionately more frequent arrests as

juvenils as did clients supervised by officers.

1
,.

cf
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Data in Table 14 reveal, aS one would expect from Table 13 that
4 .

the clients Under superviSion by POAs were slightly more likely to have

been committed to institutions 3 or more times than clients under supervision
or."by parble officers. The difference, however', is not statisfically significant.

Data in Tpble15 reveal that clients on the POAs caseloads were less

likely to have never been previouslyconvicted prior to the instant offense

than were clients under supervision by parole officers (17.3% to 37.2 %,

respectively), and more likely to shave been convicted 4 or more times

(20.0% to 8.2 %, respectively).

In terms of having been in prison, however, data in Table 16 reveal

that the clients under the supervision of POAs and by parole officers 'are

remarkably similar. There is very little difference.

Finally, when POAs, and parole officers were asked to report on the

extent of involvement of their clients in alcool, soft and hard drug use,

a problem of missing data emerged. Although it was possible to report on

the various behaviors of 231 clients under supervision by parole officers and

154 clients supervised by POAs, respondents were unable or reluctant to report

on their clients' behaviors, particularly in the hard drug use category: The

reported data are presented in Table 17 . In general, clients supervised

by parole officers used these substances relatively more extensively than did

clients supervised by POAs. The missing data, however, cast doubt on the

results, and these findings should be interpreted with dare.

In sumary, it appears that the POAs are supervising clients with

more extensive juvenile arrest and commitment histories, as well as more previous

61
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TABLE 14.

NUMBER OF JUVENILE C011111TIMS FOR PARCUES'
ON PAROLE OFFICER AIDES AND,PAROP1 OFFICERS CASELOADS

/,
P.O. P.O.A.

1 of N Caseloads. Caseloads Total
Cgmmitments

A 4
f 0

1

2
\ 3 or more

# -% # % # %

106 49.1 67 50.0 173 49.4
"78 36.1 45 33.6 1`23 35.1
29 13.4 13 9.7 42 12.0
3 1.4 9 6.7 12 3.5

216 100.07, 134 100.0% 350 100.0%

TABLE 15.
4

RISER OF PREVIOUS ADULT CONVICTIONS FOR 9

PAROLEES ON PAROLE OFFICER AIDES AND PAROLE OFFICERS.CASELOP

f of
Convictions

P.O.

Caseloads

# %
Caseloads Total

# %,

0 86 37.2 26 17.3 112 29.4
1 60 26.0 57 38.0 117 30.7
2 42 18.2 24 16.0 66 17.3
3 24 10.4 13 8.7 37 9.7
4 or more 19 8.2 30 20.0 49 12.9

231 100.0% 150 100.0% 381 100.0%

4;,

-TABLE 16.

NUMBER OF TIME PAROLEES HAVE BEEN. IN PRISON

# of

Imprisonments

P.O.
Caseloads
# 3,,

ir.o. A.

.Caseloads

it %

Total

#i

0 8. 12 7.8 32* 8.3
1 2 61.5 100 64.9 242 62.9
2 44 , 19.0 25 16.2 69 17.9,
3 or more . 25 10. 17 14.0 42 10.9

231 0.0% 154 t 99.9% 385 100.0%

*Some of thlieas were reported as never having 10.fien to prison. The parole ,

Agents were asked to report on every other client. "Sane of the parole agents
were ingolved with mixed caseloads, i.e., caseloads consisting, of both parolees
and probationers. This dwould explain the 32 clients never having been to prison.
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TAILE

INVOLVE 01 411111 ALCOHCJL,
SOFT 'AND HARD DRUGS

Alcohol . -

PO.A.
Caseload Total

P.O.
Caseload
# % # % # %

Abstainers 36 15.81 37' 24.0 73 19.1

0Light User 90 39 5 , 71 46.1 161 42.1

Ale Moderate User 66 '8.9 27 17.5 93 24.3

Heavy User 36. 15.8 19 12.3 55 14.4

(n=) 228 100 0 154 99 9 382 99 9

Soft Drugs
P.O.A.

Caseload Total
# % # %

' P.O.
Caseload
# %

Abstainers 85 37.81 67 47.2 152 41.4

Light User 79 35.1, 62 43.7 141 38.4

Moderate User 54 24 0 7 4.9 61 16.6

Heavy User 7 3.1 6 4.2 13 3.5

(n=) 225 100.0 1424100.0 387 100.0

Hard Drugs
P.O. P.O.A.

Caseload Caseload Total
# % # % # %

Abstainers 167 73.91115 86:4!282 78.6

Light User 26- 11.5 7 5.8 33 9.2
41

Moderate User 22 9.7 4 3.0 26 7.2

Heavy User 11 -4..9 7 5.3

(n=)
e

226 100.0 133 100.0

18 5.0

3'59 300.0
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1

1

T '
S 'convictions as adults. Only in the area of frequency of incarceration are
i

1 .
the clients of the two groups similar. The reported data on drug use suggest

i
more extensive involvement in these behaviors by clients under supervision

by parole officers, but the validity of these data is suspect. It appears,

then, that the POA's do have m_geozoblematic clipsnts in their caseloads.

7. Survey of the Fifty States

During the second year's evaluation, data were gathered on similar

programs employing ex- offenders throughout the United States. With this

as the goal, a survey questionnaire was m ailed to administrative heap of

the Department oforrections of the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

As noted in Chapter 1, the instrument was designed to ascertain t e use of

ex-offenders in corrections, particularly as parole and probation icers

or aides. Initdition, data were gathered from states employing ex-offender
0

programs oritheir date of inception, the number of ex-offenders authorized

and actually employed, the Source and amount of funding, as well as the

desirability of employing ex-offenders asiparole or probation officer aides

and the major"advanages and disadvantages of such prograkts.

The results of these approaches are presented in Chapters 4-6.

Chapter 7 contains a brief summary and_ser-les of recommendations.
J

X
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CHAPTER 4

ATTITUDES AND ORIENTATIONS OF PAROLE OFFICERS
IN COMPARISON TO AIDES, AIDES' EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN WORK

'AND WORK PATTERNS OF OFFICERS AND AIDES

This chapter is concerned with the first thLe approaches utilized in

evaluating the Parole Officer Aid rogram asiout ed in Chapter 3: the

attitudinal questionnaire, the in-depth interviews with aides, and the data

I

gathered from working with the officers and aides. The chapter is divided into

three parts, with each part corresponding to one bf the above portions of the

evaluation. 40

The Attitudinal Questionnaire

The attitudinal Vstyonnaire measured various attitudinal and person-
.

ality compbnents often associated with more successful social workers or case-.

workers (i.e. , people in the helping professions). The primary focus of the

evaluation was to determine how parole officer aides compared to parole officers
at,

in potential effectiveness as measured by these' various scales. Table 19 pre-

sentssents t e average score for aides and parole officers on each of the scales.

Motiva4z)n Scale

The first scalein Table 18, Achievement Motivation, purports to measure

an individual's "desire or tendency to do thiegs as, rapidly and /or as well as

pos'Sible.'1 The higher thl-score, the m e motivated a person.is supposed to
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be.., The average parole officer aide s score on the Achievement Motivation
7

Scale was only slightly higher each of the first two years than the average

parole officer's score. In thethird year, the aides' score was sliahtly lower.

Perhaps the justification for aides having higher motivation scores the first

two years may be simply a function of the newness or ovelTy of a new job

Some research in the past has .indicated that an empl ee's motivation is

inversely related to the length of time on the same j

In order to determine if a parole officer's tivation was a function of

the length of time employed by the Adult Parole A thonty, at the end of the

second year parole officers were divided into t ee groups according to-'

length of their service. Group One was com sed of officers with les than

one year sertrice, Group Two consisted of of icdrs employed at least one year

but less than three years, and Group Three included officers employed for three

or more years. Table 19 presents the average score for each of these groups on

Achievement Motivation and subsequent scales to be grt cussed.

Comparing officers with two year s experience or less to parole officer

aides indicated very little difference between the two groups with respect to

motivation. Parole officers with two years experience or less had higher
I

motivation scores on the average than other parole officers and only slightly

lower scores than aides.

Self- Esteem Scale

The second scale in Table 18, Self-Esteem, was designed to measure
ik

68
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4

how positi'Vely ong thinks about oneself.

an individual'

This scale has ,.ten correlated with

-concept, happiness, a d self-conf,dence.3 The'assump-,

tion,was t a na ividuals who are happy, self-confident, and in possession of,.
d7Q r

,a pOSitive sei .conceift will be more effective in working with parolees or other

clients.

bier aver

'

in Table 18 indicate that, in all tears, aides have slightly

score§ than parole officers on self-esteem. These slight

diffetevps do not appe r to be a function of length of time working for the
=

AdultyaroleAut

of less,had Slightly

ity inasmuch as thiSse parole officr,working two years
-

.

(Table 19) :1'14te dr

-economic cohditions,
.,..,_ ke k-sharp alteratio!z in the overall state. philosophy on ofNnd6 and people-

. .
serving! delivery' sYfems.

ower scores on self-esteem than dijother off

atic decrease in 1979 may be inipak a unction Of
to

a gubernatorial ele ion, political ncertainty, and

,' Focal t on c;prri s

rs

a

Thg Focal Come 'Scale was intended to reflect thedegree of artitu-
. F4

lated commitment to norms of middle -class propriety as opposqd to lower-class

dorms of "toughness," "trouble, ,","&Citemgnt. " and reltanqe,on "fate."4.

Contrasted with the'se.cqncerns- of the lower -clash are others that arecon-.
.

, ,

i .

.. sidered more indigenous .to .,Vddlg-clats America. That is, rcUddle-Class focal
,., 4. c--, ,

ricerns are purported to 'deal more with cultivation of manners than.with

. 'trouble," .ifh control 9f phySi,cal aggression tha with "toLighney:r."
.il .

Further, it is argued that the iniddie-clasS is..more comemed with the . -

_

a 70
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postponement of gratification than with machinations(Of fate. The importance

Of such "concerns," if underscored by Miller's contention that the acting out

of lower-class focal concerns almost inevitably runs the individual afoul of

the law, is obvious. The assumption was that the higher one's score on the

Focal,Concerns Scale, the more likely the individual would be to subscribe

to middle-class norms and the less' likely that individual to run afoul of the

law. 9

,_Aides' and parole officers' average scores on focal concerns are re-
,

ported-in Table18.. The aides' avera_9e scor on focal concerns indicated

they subscribe more to middle-class vaiiies and were therefore less likely to
.

have legal confrontations than were parole officers. (Thi4 is somewhat similar
a ,

ti

,to Catholics subscribing more,to the Protestant ethic than do Protestants).-

The scores on the Focal C n6erns Scale suggested that the aides.are.middle-

Class:goal oriented, regardless of their socio-economic class aiadeaAred

by income, education, parents' occupation or residence. IL the Focal eon-
,

cerns41,cale is valid, as Miller contends, the likelihood of aides runninci afoul

of the law does OM appear to be any greater than is the likelihood for parole
7

officers.

Parole Aide Scale

The fou;th sca3,e in Table 18, Parole Aide Scale, was designed to
t ..

measure an individual's attitude toldard the value of using ex-offenders as
0

employees of theAdu Parole Authority A high score ind6ted the respon-
,o

dent feels thEilise of parolepffIcer aides is a goodiVa and that aides would

71

84'
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have something unique to contrubute to corrections.

As might be expected, the aides' average score was considerably higher
.

c
I.

on the Parole Aide Scale than was the parole officers' (135.9 compared to 116.1-. .
1 0 .

'
,

in 1973, 139.3 compared to 124.9 in 1974). Parole officers' opinion of the ex-

offender program improved considerably from 1973 to 1974. This appears to

indicate moa acceptance on their part of the usefulness of ex-offenders

working in the area of parole. In 1975, the average scores increased substan-

ttally, and the biggest increase is in the parole officer category.. The parole

officers' favorable attitude toward using ex-offenders in parole work decreases

with the officers' length of ser)s.rice (see Table 19) as does the parole officer

aides' . This suggests that in the 1974 study, parole officer aides had much 4

more confidence in themselves and what they fiave'to offer paroles when they

begin than after they have had ti year' s'experience. Also, the younger parole

officers (ai indicated by length of.employment with the'Adult Parole Authority)

have mote confidence' and commitment to the Parole Officer Aide Program than

do parole.officers who have been working in the system longer.

Anomie Scale

Srole's Anomia Scale identified the'degree to which individuals have

been "estranged from, 'OrAnade wilriendly toward, society and the &rUlture it

carries. .,5 A high score on
r anomie is inithcative,of an alienated and estranged

Th'e research on andmia indicated that those individuals estranged

or made unfriendly toward sdciety a more difficult ti erelating to people, 6

. 4

'ti
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and therefore, one may assume they would be less successful working in athey

social service type career.

Data in Table 18 indicate-that parole officer aides scored somewhat lower
0in the firSt two years than parole officers on anomia (2.3 compared to 2.5 in

- 1973, and 1.8 compared to lf.9 in 1973) Those scores are identical in 1975.

This suggests that aides are somewhat more integrated into and accepting of

society and its culture than are parole officers. This finding is the e)eact,

opposite of what we assumed for aides who had been incarcerated for several

years of their livers (4.6 years on the average for the ten aides in 1973, and

4.3 years for the twenty-three aide's employed in 1974). The increase in the

Anornia Scale scores in 1975 may also be in part due to those factors discussed

under the Self-Esteem Scale above.

Powerlessness Scale

An individual's score on Powerlessness is related to h-ierception

lff intern' al-extemal control. Internal colitrql refers to the perception of

positive and/or negative events as being a consequence of one's own actions

and thereby under personal control. Whereas external control refers to the

perception of positive and /or negative'events as being unrelated to one's own

behavior in certain situations and therefore beyond control. "7 Poweessness,
A

of course, would'be.ditectly related to the perception of internal control. . Those

sthrirtg high-on the Powerlessness Scale would be somewhat more alienated from
*Or

and more likely to blame their problems on forces beyond their controlsbciety ,8

8i
7
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than those scoring ow on the Powerlessness Scale.

4

Parole officer aides had con i iderably lower score's on powerlessness

than did parole officers in all three years, although there was a dramatic

overall scale score increase in 1975., Parole officers, with orre year's service,

or less in parole work, had scores similar to aides' (2. 3 and 2.2) . The longer
. 40

a parole officer had served with the Adult Parole Authority, the higher his

score on powerlessness. This indicates, \perhaps, that when employees begin

with the Adult Parole Authority, they have more confidence in their own ability

to affect the outcome of various events. Conversely, the longer employees work

in social service, the more deterministic they become, attributing the outcome

of events to factors beyond their own control. Again, it was assumed that

aides would be higb on powerlessness, attributing their prior legal problems

with society to forces beyond their own control-. However, when length of

service is taken into account, there appears to be little difference between

aides anct parole officers on their perception of powerlessness as a dimension

of alienation.

..0

e

Conservatism Scale , )

A Conservatism Scale was incorporated into the questionnaire in order

to compare aides and parole'officers on political conservatism Parole officer

aides were somewhat more conservative (6.8 compared to 5'.9)
4

considerably less conservative the second year (5.7 coMpared

4rvatism scale scores increased dramatically in 1975, but sic!!

4
I

, 74

4

the first year, but

to 7.0) Con -'

es 6ntinued to
v

,

I
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fi .
,,

be less conservative in the third year: When le th of .arole s Vice was taken
P

into consideration aides were still considerabl le s c nservati e than parole

// officers.

"....,,,,

Dogmatism Scale

The Dogmatism Scale, as conceived by Rokeach, measures individual(

differences in openness or closedness of belief systems. The term "dogmatism"4.

is used to signify the extent to which an individual has an "authoritarian out
--...---

look on life, an intolerance toward those with opposing beliefs, and a sufferer

10of those with similar beliefs. 4The Dogmatism Scale has often been usedk
as an indi'cator of one's ability to empathize or tolerate differing views and

attitudes. 11 The assumption was that the lower'one's score on dogmatism, the
)

greater one's ability to empathize.

4

,,

/
Parole officers' average score was somewhat lower than aides. kyerage

err

score on both Dogmatism Scales the first year (27.2 compared to 26. 9;* 44.2

compared to 41.4). This indicates that parole officer were somewhat more
.

tolerant and open;minded than the first year's parole offi er aide's.- The 'Second '
t \-

)
- year's evaluation provided exactly the opposite conclusions with the sides

.., / .
having lower scores on both Ddgmatism Scales than the parole officers (26.5

compared to 29.6. and 41.8 compared to 46.3). When length of parole service
4

is taken into account (in the second year's ,evaluation), however, aides are

somewhat more open-minded and less dogmatic. Table 19 indicates a direct
. _

relationship between dogmatism and length of parole service-- the longer a

el,

) w

75

/

",

.

...
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parole officer's service, the higher his dogmatism score. Apparently, parole

officers become less tolerant and empathize less as their time in parole service

increases.

In 1975, only the Troldahl and Powell Dogmatism Scale was scored,

although there was an increase in mean sores for both groups, the pattern

rema'ins unchanged.

Irmovativeness Scale

Oneltcale was added to the questionnaire administered to parole officers

and aides in the third year's evaluation. It was obvious that aides were placing

more of their clients in jobs, and that their clients appeared to be at least

somewhat more problematic than clients under supervision by parole officers.

It was decided to measure innovativeness, using a scale developed by Leavitt

and Walton. 12

The innovativeness scale has as its underlying dimension the ability

to transfer information to one's own use in an intelligent use of resources

solve problems. An innovative person, it could be argued, looks for Ways

to change and improve hitSwn enterprises and acts:13.
.44.40k

. . an innovative person is a person who has his feelers out
for all sorts of new ideas, who is not bothered by novelty or

\9trangeness, and who is likely to have a high degree of activity
. . . a well rgtnized person. . . "

Although innovativeness may not directly be related to human services

work, it was determined that a comparison should be made tc:discerta-in any-
.

differences in the degriee of innovativeness between parole officers and aides.

I

89
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The results are presented in Table 19, parole officers averaged' a score of 4.8

and aides averaged 6.9 (P=<:47). It appears that aides are somewhat more

inriovative, ut the differences not significant.

On the five scales s erificall desi ned to measure traits associated,'

with succe sful social service workers i.e., Achievement Motivation, Self

r,teem Anomi. Powerlessness, Dogmatism), aides' scores are in an un-

faverahle direCtion on ly ne scale Do matism), in comparison to parole

officers dtifing the first year's evaluation. Comparing aides' and parole'
IF

officers' ,scores on these same scales in the second year, aides' scores are

in a more favorahle' direction on every scale. When the length of service is

taken into consideration, ai-d-es score higher in the direction preaicting success

on three of the five scales the first year (Achievement Motivation, Self Esteem

and Dogmatism) and the same on the other two scales (Anomia and Powerless-

less) as parolp,officers. On inriovativeness, the aides score slightly more

favorably than the parole officere.

Certainly only a select few of the many possible soles predicting

successful social service were employed in this analysis. Had others been

utilized, different conclusion9 might have been, reached: Nevertheless, from

these findings, it appears that both officers and aides as a group posses

those Attitudes and orientations related to successful social service work.

This may he due to the careful selection'proced6res followed the first year, in

particulaOn recruiting ex-offenders as prole officer aides. It Al cates that

the feasibility of findin and hiring ex-offenders with attitudes and dispositions

9 0
It 77,

4
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associated with successful areers in social work exists.
_ .

The final portion of our attitudinal questionnaire focused on possible

differences between parole officers' and parole.offjceraides' attitudes toward

crime and punishment. It was felt that these attitudes might affect an aide's

or officer's approach in dealing with parolees.

The tabulated responses of officers' and aides' attitudes concerning

crime and punishment are presented in Table 2.0 for 1974 and 1975. Some diff-
par.

erences are readily -apparent. Parole officers in 1974 perceived people in Ohio

as being somewhat more punitiv y-oriented than did aides in their approach to

how adult felons should be dealt with. Parole officer aides also perceived

more inmates as being mentally ill, and therefore, not personnally respoQsible

for their criminal behavior than did parole .fficers. to the pu'rp-ose of correc-
,

bons, aides saw reformation as a much more important goal than do parole offi-

cers (90°' compared to.75%), while aides rated general deterrence as a some-.

what more important-factor than did parol.e Officers (50% compared to 429,9. It

was somewhat surprising that ex-offenders would rate the imposing of a 'pep-...,

alty sufficiently, severe to deter ott4rs. from committing crime s a. valid goal

for corrections today. One-of-rthe most revealing things f m Table 20, however;

was the similarity between aides' and officers' attitudes about crime and

corrections.

Data on responses by paroleoffiders and aides to the same questions in

1975 are quite inte sting. In general, aides were in close agreement with
C./

parole officers on their perceptions of citizens'

78

91
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offeNers; still -aldeq, felt fewer offenders are mentally ill than th- parole

officers and more frequently felt refoi-mation to be important in cor ections

than did the parole officers.

On the importance of incapacitation, aides believed m strongly

than parole officers (28.67', to 16-.6%) tha capacitation was of e or no

importancd. In terms of the causes of crime, sharply more aides than p

officers concluded that chemical substances a n the causal link of crimf1

inal behavior (26.3 °' to 8.57), a finding of some vterest in light of their

reluciere or inability to identify the ,extent of dr gs useages by their clients.

, AideS still beneved more, finally that puni ent should be /lite" or "very"

important than did the garble officers (307,, to 20%, respectively). As in 19,74,

however, the similarities between aides' and officers' pfftitudes about it rime

and con-e&ions are still revealing.

In-Dercithinterviews With' Parole Officer, Aides

The in-depth Niterviews With parole officer aides were conducted pri-

marilymarily to ascertain any majbr problems aides might be4having as employees

of the Adult Parole Authority One otthe- major focuses of the interview was.

.' therefore upon jab satipfa on.. As dan seen from Table 21, the majority

-4 oaf aides were very sati fied with heir work in 1974: All but one.of the

aides fe1tlZeir duties and respo ibilities were clearly defined. The proportion
7

, , ,,-
,`Igf n aide's work that was closely supervised varied sftbstantially ,with sqn

t

.

'/\\ ., _ , .
receiving Very little supervision (3 or 30%) and others (4 or 40-,(,) having

,

.* 79

.9 2- ,
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otalmost'all of their work supervised. Similar responset were found in 1975.

The.aidess responses to questions concerning their work satisfaction

are also presente(C in Table 21 . Again, in 1974, most aides were very satisfied

with their fellow workers (8 or--8,0%), and only one was very dissaiiIiied With

his colleagues. Most of the aides were also very satisfied with their super-

visors (8 or 80), aid nine of the ten aides indicated their colleagues had

welcomed them and made them feel like important employees of the Adult

Parole Aut ority. We were somewhat surprised at thiaidess work satisfaction

C and apparent acceptance by other employees of the P-arole department, _given

the personal doubts these employees had concerning the Aide Program, as

was indicated by our attitudinal survey reported above. Neverthelets, the
. A

, aides seemed to feel accepted and were extremely pleased with their work

kith the exception of one aide. The one indicator used'in evaluation of job
t

satisfaction was a question that asked aides and officers: "Do you plan to

make a qareerbf correctional werk?" All of, the aides resppnde

comparison to 78 of the-parole officers; in 1975 65% of the aides
, .

responded "Ns". The aides, wesenclude, must therefore ing job

satisfact n and be committed to their wbrk.
4a

Several open-ended que'stions attempted in 1974 to ascertain what aides
-'felt should be done to better the Parole Aide Program. Seven of the ten aides

felt they would be' more efficienpf.given more authority. The main justi-

fication was to expedite matters such as "holds" or "'Parole revocations,"

although some aides indicated mere authorityWould simplir be an inOicatien

,

93
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a TABLE 21

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING -W ITH

PAROLE OMCER AIDES' ATTITUDES TCWARD THEIR !OCCUPATION

1974 1975

% %

. what j report on of
y, work ate.y directly
aicountable to someone else?

AO'

4

0

3

1

0
2

4

0.0
30.0
10.0
0.0

20.0
.40.0

,

3

5

,8

3

1

5

12.0 :.

20.0
32.0
12.0 '

4.0d
20.0'

,
.

4

got

9 90.0 21 . 84.0
1 10.0 3 -, 12.0

0 0.0 1. 4.0

0 0.0 0 0.0

1 10.0 1 4.0,
0 , 0.0 1 , 4.0
0 0.0 0, : 0.0
2 20.0 9 36.0
7 '70.0 14 56.0

No Supervision ,

Very Little
-Fourth

lf' ,

...

ee-Fourths ' a

st All

,HOw early defined are you
dutie and responsibilities?

----- As learly as They Should be
Alp st as Clearly as They

Should be
Should be Defined Somewhat

. More Clearly
Should be*Lefined Mich More

Clearly

How satisfied are you with ,your
present job?

Vry Dissatisfi d
Slightly Dissat sfied .

Neutral
Moderately Satis ied
Very Satisfied

a
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d

TABLE 211*(Continued)

1974 1975
.

cs,
tir . # % # %

HQW satisfied are you with
your fellow workers?

Very Dissatisfied'
Slightly Dissatisfied

1

0
Neutral 0
Moderately Satisfie4, '0
Very Satisfied 8
Don't know:, Not 44, 1

applicable
-

How Satisfied are you
with your present
.supervisor?

Very Dissatisfied -,,,,
,,11 IAL-0

Slightly Dissatisfied -0 0,0
Neutral 0 0 .0.0
Moderately Satisfied 1 /10.0
Very Satisfied, ' 8 80.0,
DoWt know, Not 0 .0.0----,--

10.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

80.0
10.0

applicable.

How satisfied are, you with
'the, amount of freedom
have"'iqyour job?

Very 'Dissatisfied
Slightly Dissatisfied
Neutral
Moderately 'Satisfied
Very Satisfied
Don't know, Not

applicable.
/-

To what. = tent do t 'peo le
irl_yout officer make,,you,feel-
ike an important member of.

Nuthe "parole teareq.

Not at all

0 '0.0
1 4.0
1 4.0
5 20,0

18 72.0'
*0 0.0

0
0
1 LA
,l 4:0
23 92.0
0

1 1o.0 4.0
1' 10.0 01 lo.o
3 30.0 6 24.0
4 1.Q 180 . 72.0,
0

, ,

1 4.0 _____--'

To a Small Extent ( ..,,,T,T 0 ----
To a Fair Extent )0. -,"

4 6.0
To a Great Extent 90.0 2 , 80.0
Don't know, Not applicable lo.o=

---- _

, .........,

/ 8. 9/

A
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%

on the part of the Adult'Parole Aut ty that they trust ''aides as much as

they did parole officers.

In response to the queitiOn,4 "Why do yod continue to worlijor the
t _

S i 1
l 0

4
,

. APA",",, almost all aides responded very positively. Typical answers .6-e;
, .

"I live the work," "I like meeting and hell)ing people," "It make me ,fel\
gA, .

good." The only recurring complaint aides had aboitit their is Was the low/ ,.

pa'y they received, a complaint voiced again in 1975. N , ertheless, the

majority did not feel they should be making asimuch =s parole officers be-
i

N.. .
. i

cause of the,,pfficers' more extensive traioglg./

iEvery aide seemed to feel he was rea helping pa lees; 72% of the
o

aides expressed this sentiment in 1975. evertheless, Only five aides in 1974
t,

indicated they were more effective tha parole officer's while four felt,aides

were equally as effective. AlthOug theaidesi

in their-ability to help parolees only four fel

considerable confidence

being an ex-offender was more

important than being a comm it ? reside in working with parolees. The

apparent reason is that ai -s saw their main job as that of helping parolees

find jobs. 'Aides Indic ed that bei96 an ex-offender does not hinder one in

helping parolees find obs, but no4eing m the community limits one's job
,// I!resources. Next assisting yerolees in finding employment, aides felt their

/, .-

main task was ting as "goii)etwb ri4 or mediator between parolees and parole
//

t officers. 7"/

All f the aides flit the inf ial training, seminars were not oNhly very

helpful b Qssential, The topics vered in the seminar which the aides

N.



0

found to bp most help
(

l were those concerning counseling techniques and

report writing. The one major problem 'several aides mentioned dealt wit

report writing. They felt this area should be stressed alefabsequent

training seminars.

Parole aides respodses in 1974 to several questions"dealing with

parolees and parole procedures are tabulated in Table "aide indicated
that it would be benifical if parole officers ha smaller ca loads so .t

the averagQoffender released from prison would have more help succeeding on/ .

parole. The majority (7 or 76%).of the aides also 'favored the use of volunteers

N

to a sist parole officers with their parolees.

Pdrole aides' responses in 1974 tckquestio7 dealing with crime and

the law are tabulated in Table 23 . The majority of aides who responded felt

the Ohio laws ait too restrictive and 'punitive. Nevertheless, aides were
.

-Almost evenlydivided over the prpper use of the death penalty, i.e., four felt

it should be used more often while five felt it should be abolished. Eight

of the ten aidesated crime as Ohio's most serious problem.

Parole aides' responses in 1974 to the adequacy of sthte correctional

personnel are recorded in Table 24 . These responses are interesting in that

only two (20%) of the aides rated state juvenile correctional workers as doing

a reasonably good job or better while, at the same'time, eight IWO%) of the

aides rated state adult correctional workers as performiq asonably well or
A 'better. Perhaps these responses more than anything else indicated w ell

87
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RESP

PAROLEES

The average pris
prison should
subsequent he p

The ave
prison

succe

Agr e
D :agree

TABLE 22

SES 0 QUESTIONS--DEAI4 G WITH
PAROLE PROC HkES BY PAROLE AFFICER AIDES

ner released fro
ke it on his o wi hout

ge prison

parole
on aro

Ag re

,,.Di

A ar61
d no

released from
eeds some help tot'

____J
gree

should work things out alone
be "bugged" by a parole officer

Agree
Disagree
Not Sure
DOnIt Know, Not Applicable

It would be
A
beneficial-if the average

parole officer had a smaller-.caseload

Agree ,

Didagree ,

It would be beneficial if Ohio utilized
volunteers to assist parole officers
with their parolees

Agree
Disagree

Number Percentage

1 .

9

#,

10.0
0.09

e

10 100.0
O. 0.0

2 20.0
6 60.0
1 10.0
1 10.0

lo 100.0
0 0.0

7 70.0

3 30.0

f
1.88
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No

W/

TABLE 23'

---

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING WITH CRIME 4'

AND CRIMINAL LAp IN OHIO BY PAROLE OtTICER AIDES

Number Percentage

Do you feel._ laws dealing wftlicrimplal

oftenses in Ohio are too lenient', too
severe, or about right?

Too Lenient
About Right ,

Too Severe
Don't know, No opinion
Not Applicable-- ,

1

0

4

0

5

10.0

0.0'

. 40.0

0,0

50.0

Should the death penalty be used more
ofen than it is no ; less often than
now, or,be abolished

More Often 4 '40.0
As (gtat-as Now 0 0,0
Less Often 0 0.0
Abolished 5 50.0
Don't know, No opinion '1 10,0

How serious do you feel the crime
problem in Ohio is? *6

Not Very Serious 0 0.0
Quite Serious 1 10.0
Most Serious Problem in Ohio 8

,

88.0
Dotift know, Not Applicable 1 10.0

.r."'

o

44,

O

I

1L2

89
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TABLE 24

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING WITH
STATE CORRECTIONAL PERSONNEL BY PAROLE OFFICER AIDES

Ati /
How well ate star juvenile
workers doing their job?

Very Well
Reasonably Well
Somewhat Poorly
Very Poor]:

Don't kno , Not Applicable.

correctional

correctional

How well.are state adult
workers doing their' job?

Very Well
Reasonably ell

Sbmewhat Poorly.
Very Poorly
Don't knew, Not Applicable

e I

Number Percents e

2

2

4

4

4

0;

10.0
10.0
20.0
20.0
40.0

'

40.0
40.0.

0.0
10.0
10.0

90
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most aides were integrated into the Adult Parole Authority and hovel they have

'adopted the Adult P,arole AuOiority's point of view.

ork Patterns of Parole Officers and Parole Aide
N

4

Information g ered in 1973 agd 1974 by the undergradu e students -

durtiiq the day they spenthparOle officer) and parole ficer. es can best

tiotit ofseparating it into' four sepa ate categories: a

the number and type of contacts 4,,ith par lees, an estimate of time spent en-
'

gaged in va 'ous activities', frequency istributions of the quality of relation-

shipg parole officers and aides had with bo parolees and fellow workers, and

some example's oehe ative and positive feelings groups had Concer ng the 4./

parole officer's occu

will be combined in

It should be noted-th

,
ation. The, observations made during 1973 and 1974

les and text for better comceptualization_ clarity.
, .

41,

t of the twenty original students assigned to spend o
-,-
,,

day in the field with th, aides and officers the first ear, only nineteen corn?
V *S,

sleted their assignment. prie student Moved imme tely,, and his repot was
N

$ , P

t p.
I

not received . Also some tent observers failed to record all the inform

,t desired; thus, the N (or number o

Numbers anti Types of Contacts

esrgndents) may vary from table to table.

-According to the data in Table 25 e number of contacts both officers

and aides had with parolees during the on work day varied from a minimum of

one 'contact to a maximum'of thirteen. The .verage number of parolees seen

officers t aides. This might
.

during a day was somewhat hi
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9

2

1

0
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TABLE 25

NUMBER OF ,C;AROLEES SEEN' IN 'WORKING _DAY
AS REPORTED EiY STUDENT FIELD WORKERS

V,

,f

,

IS
5 6

t*

t

4

Number of Contacts

Parole Officers 1973 = 4.1

4 Parole. Officers 1'974 R.5.5*

Parole Officer Aides 1973 R = 2.9

Parole Officer Aides 1974 z = 5. 3"

1,1

t'

tmatatti. exo

The means for 1974 are basedLon work days in the field Five of the 23
responsibilities the \entire morning (e.g lob placement program, release
etc.) while only 1 of. 21 parole officers had such other responsibil
half' <fay. The averages are thepi.f.e based on 20.5 work days
paro) officers 'and the parole officer aides. .

92
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aides had other
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be expected inasmucheas parole officers' average caseload in 1974 was over .

twice the size of the aides'. In addition, several aides spent only 50 percent

of the day in the field due to such factors as attending college cla4es in the

morning and coordinating job placement programs.' In addition, one aide had

been seriously ill and consequently had only five parolees to supervise. When

these factors are 'taken into account, there seems to pc' little difference in the

'frequency of visits. Interestingly, parole officers' and aides' average number

of visits increased in 1974 when`compared to the initial evaluation in 1973.

The fiEst year, the parole officers on the average saw 4.1 parolees during the

students' visit in comparison to 2.9 for the aides. During the 1974 visits,

parole officers saw an average of 5.5 parolees compared to 5.3 for the aides.

The number of contacts calculated by the students was also not necessarily

indicative of the number of contacts made by an aide or officer on a typical day.

However, the figures were often verified by comments from the aides and

officers to,thp students.

Time,Spent in Various Activities

4

Table 26 shows the percentage range of time spent engaged in various

activities for.the group of parole officers and group of parole aides. MeaPscores
/

!for the two groups indicate both spend about the ame percentage of their time
/

with parolees. There was a considerable difference in the average amount of

time aides and officers spent writing reports or recording data during the first

year's evaluation (17Z versus 5 %), but presently these difference seem to be

93
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TABLE 26

PERCENTAGE OF,TIME ALLOTTED FOR VARIOUS ACTIVITIES
DURING DAY AS REPORTED BY STUDENT FIELD WORKERS

(1973AND 1974 RESPONSES COMBINED)

a

Range Mead
Parole Officer Parole Officer

Aide Parole Officer Aide Parole Officer

With grolees 15%-75% 7%-70% 36% -*35%
f .

Traveling . 10%-50% 12%-60% \28% '32%

Writing Reports

or Recording Data O% -30% 0%-24% 11%
Is

11%

CI
Meetings 0%-55%*- O% -20% 15%* ' 8%

.Other' O% -50% 07-60% 10% - \14%

....... f.'

*Only one student mentioned his parole offfcer spending li2cday in a meeting, the
15% average.is perhaps inflated.

7.

1
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m ramal. Aides apparently had considerable problems in writing satisfactory

p ports the firt year, butArthe additional training in dictating and report writing

receiAii the second year may have been responsible for the equal time stud

found aides and/Parole officers workinon reports the following year.

Thse{ategory "Other" showed a wide range of time spent in activities
§

..... '
N,''. r

.otha than those specified. Some these activities included visits to half-
.

ay houses, job'training programs, meet g,s,with prgspective employers or

relatives of parolee's, placing phone calls and SelWering mail (a specific job

given to aides in some offices). One parole aide spent a half_day lecturing. to

a group o high sschoo' 1 studebts; one parole officer spent a half day,targetoac-

.ticing: and orne of.the total time for each officer or aide*was spent in educating
lk

the visiting ,student on various parole matters.

Quality of Relationships with Parolees and Fellow Workers

Table 2,7 sho s the frequency distribution of students' views on the

quality of the nship observed between. the parole officer or aide and the

clients on his cAseloact. Parole officer aides were evaluated better in relating

and working with parolees, than were parole officers, althoug 'both were viewed

as being very' effective. In both years, students have ranke the aides as

working and relating better with their parolees. 'The 1974 student evaluation

gave eighen aides excellent ratings in evaluating their Work with parolees,

while nine of the parole officers received this highest ranking.

95
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-TABLE 27

QUALITY OF RELATION IPS WITH PAROLEES PAROLE OFFICERS

AND AIDES AS R RTED BY STUDENT FIEL WORKERS

22

21

20

19

18

17

16

'15

14

13

12

.11

10

9

8

.7

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

a

J

"'

GoodExcellent

of-

N

Nitisfactory I Less than
Satisfactory 1

Very Poor

Parole Officers 1973 ,. H4,' Parole Officer Aides 1973

410410%011 Parole Officer Aides1974i,4 Parole Officers 1974

96
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The frequency distribution for the quality of relationship parole officers

and aides had with fellow staff members is shown in Table 2E1 There is no

difference in the students' overall evaluation of aides' and officers' relation-

ship with fellow worker. Sixteen officers were rated as having "excellent"

relations with fellow workers as were sixteen aides. This'indicates that

ex-offenders apparently can work in parole agencies and be accepted by

fellow workers. Many have voiced concern about possible resistance to the
.

paraprofessional by professional officerb. The evaluation of the ex-offender

Parole Officer Aide Program in Ohio does not reflect evidence to justify this

o, concern.

The student workers in 1974 were alsetterf-4i) evaluate the parole

officer or aide they worked with on the three criteria mentioned repeatedly

by 'parole officials as necessary for being successful in working with parolees:

(1) ability to motivate, (2) ability to relate, and (3) willingness to put oneself
, .

out in helping parolees. Table, 29 reports the students' ranking of aides and

if officers on these three criteria. Aides 1-Jciofficers were ranked approximately

the same with regard to motivating parolees while aides were ranked consider-

ably. higher in relating and working with parolees.. Although these rankings are

based upon the students' subjective evaluation, th,ey nevertheless indicate that

in'the students' judgement, aides were performing as well qr better than parole

officers on the three criteria considered essential by parole officitils.

97
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16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

4

3

2

1

TABLE' 28.

QUALITY OF RELATIONSHIPS WITH FELLOW WORKERS
AS EVALUA ED BY STUDENT FIELD WORKERS

ti

Excellent

.
'

-.'
=

"Pfep

GOod 1 Satisfactory Less than
Satisfactory

Parole Officers 1973

Parole Off ices 1974

Parole Officer Aides 1973-

swirmii Parole Off)cer Aides

1
Jr

*98

1974

Very Poor
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Summary -

The evaluation of the Parole Officer Aide Program made use of an atti-
.

tudinal questionnaire," in-depth interviews with aides, and data gathered by

students who"worked with parole officers and aides. The attitudinal question-

naire consisted of ten scales and some general questions. The scales indicated

that in general, the aides' attitudes and orientations are very similar to those

related to success a a social service worker. For the most part, their attitudes

were nearly the same astke parole officers'. From the additional questions, it

wa,.s-found thatJ.n 4 parole officer aides saw Ohio pitizens as less punitive

inmates less responsible for their own behavior than did parole officers.

Aides tended to emphasize deterrence and punishment as.goals, of corrections

while parole officers appeared less committed to any one goal., Despite these

few exceptions, there tended to be a general Similarity in attitudes regaiding

crime and punishmept.

In-depth interviews concerning the aides' feelings about their Jobs!'

indicated a general satisfaction with their work and a feeling that they were

accepted by other employees. A recurring complaint from the aides,, however,
T

was the low pay that they received. All of the aides also suggested that More

authority be given thS in their work, achieved to a laige e)stent in 1975. They

felt, however,'that adult correctional workers were doing a good job. Con-

cerning Paroleprocedures, aides. suggested that parole officers should have

smaller caseloads and that more volunteers should be used- to assist t4em,

It waS found that the parole officers'.and aides' average number of visits

99
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TABLE 29

EFFECTIVENESS OF PAROLE OFFICERSgAND
IN MOTIVATfNG, RELATING TO AND:HELPI4G PAROLEES

AS EVALUATED BY FIELD WORKERS,

Ability
/
to Motivate,

Parolees

Ability to Relate,to
Paroldes

Willingness to Put
Himself Out or,Help
Parolees

1974 Respondents
Parole Officer Aides Parole Officers

/ X X

'41

4

75.7 77`.3

90.7 85.6

89.1 83.9

113
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increased in 1974 when compared to, the initial evaluation of 1973. While the

Officers' X wassubstantially higher than the aides' 5c in 1973, there was only

a slight difference in -1974.

Aides and Officers ppent their time in reasonably similar ways, with

the,one exception that aides spent significantly more time on report writing

during the first year's evaluation and in meetings the second year. Parole

officer aides were ranked slightly higher than parole officers on the quality of

relationships with parolees and on the ability to relate to and work with parol

There was no difference in the students' overall evaluation of aides' and off

relationships with fellow workers.
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CHAPTER 5

FINDINGS ON,SUPERVISORS', INMATES' AND PAROLEES'
ATTITUDES CONCERNING PAROLE OFFICER AIDES

This chapter details 3 additional approaches utilized in evaluating

the Parole Officer Aide Program. First will be presented the information

obtained from interviewing each parole 'supervisor who had an aide working

in his unit. Second,data will be discussed about the program obtained

from questionnaires administered to inmates participating,' in pre-release
2

training sessions. Finally, data obtained from a survey of parolees under

the supervision of either aides 6r officeI s will be examined.
..,
d _ .-

1

/

Snit Supervisors' Evaluations

In 1173 and 1974, each unit supervisor_ was individually interviewed
1

andasked to first rank the parole officer aide (P0A). or the "control"

parole .officer (P0) on several characteristicS. After the supervisor

had ranked either the parole oficer or the aide, he was then asked to
4.

rAnk the other on the sa'm, characteristics.

The average score for POs arld POAs &s, ranked by unit supervisors

is given in Table 30 __Supervis rs rated parole officers higher on their ability

both to motivate `and relate to parolees in 1973, while aides were ranked higher

in 19/3 on' their willingness to "go.the' extra mile" or put themselves out in

working with-parorees. These first three characteristics were most often

mentioned as necessary for a parole officer to perform well on his. job. If

the three scales are treated as separate indicators of an underlying dimension

and Itlie assumption were made that they are additive, parole officers would

I
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be ranked overall somewhat higher in 1973 as good social service workers

/223 as compared to 219). Howeve , supervisors in 1974 rated PO"s higher

on all three of these indicatqrs as. well as the other five criteria reported

in the first four columns in Table 30. In fact, aides' ratings in 1974 are not

,only lower than parole officecs on every indicator as rated by supervisors

but are lower as well on every indicator than the 1973 aides. This led the

researchers to compare first and second year aides' scores on each indicator

(see Table 31). The aides hired in 1972-1973 had higher scores on every

indicator than the aides hirbd in 1973-1974. The scores of the first group. of

h aides were very comparable to the average parole officer's score. In fact, in l9.74
....,

this croup of aides r ceived higher scores on three ,of tth first four indicators.

than 'did the parole officers. They'were.overall very comparable with the ore .1/4

(N ,:
exception of of eePort writing, in which parole officers still excelled. .--

.f.,.. ti
The only other characteristic in 1973 on..which 'supervisors rated

aides better than parole officers was in getting jobs or Job training for parolees'

X o- f'69 So the fact thiIt the

on ah'eclual level

with parole' officers in their ability to relate and get along with fellow workers

urin9 both evaluation periods. Although this is cond'istent, with the aides'

(X of .73 compared to a ). nwwhat surprisimg was
, .

.1.".:0
asides hiredduring the first,year of the program were rated

. ,

on evaluation of their being accepted and, made to feel an_important part of the

parole team, (as rep- orted in the section on in-depth interviews with parole

aides), the evaluators had originally felt there might be considerable resistance

on the part of the parole tfficer to-accepting ex-offenders.

1, e
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4

The same questions were asked of 14 unit supervd ors in 1975, andj

the respOnses in columns 4 and 5 of Table 30 are quite re ealing. First,/

in terms of ability to motivate, POAs were eval uated on tale average as

more capable (65 to 62.5, respectively), a reversal from the two previous

years. POAs were also rated .superipr on the ability to relate to clients,

on willingness to "go the extra mile' in putting oneself out for clients, in

obtaining jobs or job training for client, and in relating to and getting

along with fellow workers. POs were rated higheras ,beforeon relating

to and getting along with representatives of community programs or agencies,
-,..

on report writing, and as an overall employee of the APA. What is unusual

about tjese latter di ferences, however, is the rather marked increases in

the tings of POAs in contrast to the first two years) on report writing
'

and as overall employees of the APA. One alSo notes that there was a decrease
a.

for both roups in rated ability in getting along with representatives of community

&:Irograms or agencies, a finding explainable in part by the perceived insurgence

Qf the "hard line" philosoRhy reflected by both the judiciary and law enforcement

segthents of the,criminal justice system in Ohio. 'Indeed, the correctional

system in Ohid in general is under continuous pressure to use shock parole1

less frequently, to parole fewer offenders, and thus to increase sentence

length. A Everi the use of shock probation2 has decreased proportionately,

and thh prison population (through decreased .use of shock probation, the up w

newly imposed deadlines for court case manage ent,Ohio c minal code,

and the clearance of ,court backlogs) has jumped to a total of over 11,000

e in rated ability is understandable, given theseprisoneq. Such a decli

rqumstances.
4
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4 Supervisors rated aides somewhat lower than parole-Officers in

getting along with representatives of other programs and

community (X of 77 compared to a X of 80 in 1973 and 72.

agencies in the

4 compared to 78.3

in 1974). This difference appears to be a function of the problems aides had

in being accepted as bonafide employees of the Adult Parole Authority 'by

the local police. Several supervisors indicated that the local police had

nunlierous reservations about using ex-offenders as state employees, but

their resistand'e appeared to be diminishing. Aides also reported in our
. 1 ,

in-depth interviews that he local police frequently refuSed to cooperate

lor share information with them unless'a parole officer were also present.

SUpervisors rated parole officers considerably higher in 1973 and 19'74
., /

than aides both in report writing skills and overall as employees. However,
r 7

when one compares supervisors' evalua ton of aides who have worked for

the APA more than a year with POs as overall employ -es, there was no

difference in their ratings (75.5 versus 75.i5). In other words, POAs who
_

I

were/ n their second year of work with the APA were rated overall as valuableli

as the POs. The acides; indicated-in our 1973 interviews that one of their N'
.

cv

major problems was report writing. Supervisors were apparently mare of

this deficiency inasmuch as the greatest difference betwekn'their rating of

aides and parole officers was on report writing (22 points both years). Aides

in their second year of employment with the APA appear to have reduced this

deficiency somewhat but are still ranked seventeen points lower in report

writing ability than parole officers.

1 1.J
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TABLE 34.

UNIT SUPERVISORS' RANKING OF PAROLE OFFICER AIDES

ON SEVERAL DIMENSIONS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE

IN 'THE. ADULT PAROLE AUTHORITY

Ni

4

1 year \r less 1 - 2 years

Average Score Average Score

Ability to Motivate Parol

Ability to Relate to Paro

Willingness to Put Himsel

es

ees

Out

Getting Jobs pr Job Trainingfor Paeblees

Relating and Getting Along Wi h Fellow
Workers

Relating atd Getting.Along With Rep esen-
ftatives of Other Programs an Ag

1

ncles

in the Community

57.

07.3.

I 6.6.

\
6'1.0

72.0

76.6

7 ' 69,5 -

77.5

.

66.8

Report Writing 48.2

-\Dverall as an Employee of the:Adult,.

Parole Authority 58.2

77.0

56\ I

67.0

ot,

121 /
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TABLE 32.

. .
UNIT SUPERVISORS' EVALUATION OF THEMAIIOLE OFFICER AIDES PROGRAM

in

repre-

Parole

1973 Respondents s 194 Respondents
Mean/ jtange/ Mean/ Range/

6 Months , 6 Months 6 Months 6 Months
How many times has the aide
'your unit spoken as a
sentatiVe of the Adult

1, .

'Authority in the last 6 months? 9.2 36 134 0 -48

Percent N Percent nOw valuable function is hav-
ingOnides speak as representa-
tives of the Adult Parole
Authority?

cry valuable
Va able
Ni pt that valuable

(ir Nb answer

, The major advantage'of the Parole
Officer Aides Program:

Source of information for parole
.

ft.

tofficers (mediator)
4 Teaches us how to relate to

. parolees

Better equipped to develop em-
ployment -

Can relate and handle some

parolees that othl parole
offtcers can't yach

Sets good example rot. parolee

The major disadvantage of the
Parole Officer Aides Program:

Lack of cooperation police pro-
vide aides '

/Aidest lack of education
k None

Concern the may go bad and cast
a bad reflection on the Adult

' Parole Authority
Aides: lack of authority

4

3.

3

S .

.
4

2

2

-
0

.

3

3

2.

i

,1

1

40%

30%

30%

,

.

5O%*

40%

20%

20%

30%

30%

fb%

10Z

10%

12

6
.

1

1

, 1

9

. 2

2

. 8-

5

2

1

5

60%
30%

5%
5%

25%

45%

, 10%

5%

10%

40%*

25%

10%

5%'

25%
.4

.
.

. .
/

*These figures add to more than- 100% becau-se some supervisors gave more than one
7 .-.....major advantage or disadvantage. I- &
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A-number of questions were asked each supervisor in 1973 and 1974

concerning hiS evalLiation of the Parole Officer Aide Program. Tabulated,

res:)onses to these questions are givenin Table 32 . S ypervisOrg were
.., . ,

47asked how often the aide in their unit spoke at public gat'llgings as a

representative of the Adult Parole A)thority and hoikvaluable hp (the super-

visor) felt this function was. The res nseli Varied significantly. The number

of public speechesmade in the pr eceeding g1x months ranged from zero to

forty-eight, with the average being nine dtring1973 and thirteenPin 1974. Ivl'os
so, .

.
supervisors indicated such public speaking was a valuable function.. Super- ,. , *) , A .

visors who rated such public,speaking as valuable often added that it' helped

the aides acquire status and respectability. Such comments were interpreted
. ;

as indicating t. t some superyisors at least, may have sated public speaking

for aides as a valuable function Of the prograin more in terms of offering the

aide an opportuty for personal growth and advancemeht'than'as a valuable
o

- .

. function for the Adult Parole Authority Rer s'e. A typical supervisor's comment
6 .,-

4 .

on aides' public speaking was: "I think it i--a very valuable function to,
6

11, .
.9 I

have aides represent the APA by giving talks in our schools and, to public
, , ,- . ..

Groups. It gives ,people in the community an idea of what We're clang and
, , -

11

_

what we're trying to do." Antler commented: "Having aides give talks
,-.-

is.extremely valuable to theAPN. Aides are more believable; they are also
1 .

genera- lly perceived fis being more sincerethey know wfiatitts like,"
, . . .. .

. \.. ,

At least one supervisor felt the aides' publie-si<i)eakng w,a.i'only an ext Rsion ,

of Operation Prevention (a program which uses ex-inmates as public speaker's
0 .,

, ' % Nb, ,
in schools) and therefore nothing new or

\
that valudble. .Norte of the supervisors

. ,

\
\ -, ' . ,iirr '- . .

x
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mentioned aides' public speaking as the major advantage of the Parole Aide

Program.

The most commonly mentioned daj advantagd of the Parole Officer

Aide Program was the function the 'aides serve as a source-of knowledge for

s other parole Officers. In this respect, aides appeared to understand many

of the problems parolees were having and what, if anything, could be do'ne

to hey their clients. The second Most frequently mentioned advantage of

the Aide Program, according to supervisors, was tha t aids 'teach the other

parole officers' how to relate to clients. This- Was Men tinned by several

supervisors.as an invaluable aid. Several supervisors mentioned that if

the program were ever terminated, the APA should retain the aides as con-
.

sultants because of their insight and 'knowledge. Another' superv?isoi rerharked

that every parole office should have at least one aide as a reference source.

Other advantages of the aike ,pro*aM commonly' mentioned by supervisors
N./

were thea good example that POAs set for parolees and the ability aides had,
.

in securintg employment for clients. One sdpei-visor rfmarked that the,aide

in his unit had such a "knack" of securingt jobs for olentlers that several

POs had him help them get jobi for their ciientS:-
'07 n

When questiOn0d concerning the major digadvantages of the Parole
a

Officer Aide Program, "supervisors most frequently men ioned the policemen's
. .

l'aCk 'of-cooperation with'aides and the aides' limited ducation. Other super-

visors, while acknowledging the problem aides, haverbecause of their more
A

g.

limited education, nevertheless felt their limited f mal education might be

an advantage.in helping them to relate most parolees) The ,Eides' lack



of authority (i.e., to arrest and violate parolees) was also mentioned as
4

a-disadvantage of the program.

Nine of the ten sup-visors interviewed the first year and: nineteen

of the twenty Lntervieweathe second year were very pleased with the Parole\\. 0 fiser Aide Program. The fo owing are some typical responses by unit\ l'

pervisors:

I wasn't for it (the program) to begin with but it has been
most successful. (The aide) -knows whereto find the bodies
and teaches us how to relate ith,the parolees to develop
good rapport:

He (the aide) has had success With some of my failures. There
should be ;at least one. aide in every parole oOice_in the rtate.

The progiarn.should be expanded, and every parole unit slioLaci
have at least one. aicte.

1

. -
Ile (the aide) puts in more hotirs than anyone

,.

in.rny offiCe. He's
the 'bast willing to,put

and

out of any of my men: He often
, works even Saturdays and Suhdays. 0

, 6

? \ . ) ,
. 0

As a group, the supervisors felt the Aide Program to be one of the
, Iv,.

best innovations to come from the AduleParole Authority in some time.
I

.

Almost all unit supervisors,felt the program should be expanded and

enlarged. When asked what they wcild do differently if they were responsi-
t

11.e for evaluating and restructuring the program, many supervisOrs commented

on the selection. process. Several supervisors felt POAs should be more

carefully selected. There were no such comments from supervisors the

fiPkt year when the project coordina tor selected the aides. The second year

Tides were selected more freqgently by reglonal or unit offices, and some
,(

supervisors seem quite concerned, that 1future selections be made more care-

fully. Thi woukil Seem justified on the basis of scores received on several

1 2'7.-

o

.9
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,
indicators by aides with less than one year's experience in comparisln with

the aides selected the first year. f/ , .

Initiate Attitudes Toward the Parole Officer Aide Program

The pre-release inmate populations at LebalriOn and Mansfield

Correctional Institutions (consisting of 6)4 inmates) were administered a

questionnaire in 1973. Again in 1974, the 9re-releas,e.inmate population

at Lebanon, L-ucasville, London, Chillicothe, and Marion Correctional

Institutions as' well as the Reformatories at Mansfield and Marysville

were administerec: questionnaires. The sample population in 1974 was corn-

prised of 180 inmates.

'Somewhat surprising to the researchers'was the fact that in 1974 only

44% of the inmates-interviewed knew anything about Ohio hiring "ex-cons"

to work as parole,. officer aides. The Parole Office'r Aide Program had been

iii operation over a year and a half at the time fife inmates were interviewed.

At the same time, 94% of the inmates knew about Ohio's new Shock Parole

Statute which had just been paissed three or four months before the interviews.

Nevertheless, the inmates were very optimistic and positive about*the use

of.ex-offenders in corrections. In fact, 79% agreed that the use of ex-cons as

parole officers would probably result in neweatment programs for helping

paroleeS' stay out of trouble, while only 93(of the inmates disagreed. This

seems to reflect the inmates' very .positive attitudes toward the prOgram.

Data in Table 33 show that six additiona' questions asked bOth inmate
.

populations concerning attitudes stoward the parole aide program. Response's

to quesiipn numberfone indicated that 95% of the inmates' in 1973, and -85%

1 2
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TABLE 31 .

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING WITH ATTITUDES
TOWARD PAROLE AND THE PAROLE'AtDE 2GRAM

BY INMATES OF OHIO CORRECTIONAL INSTITORONS

Number

1973 Respondents 1974 Respondents
Number

1. If you had your choice upon release

him prison, would you prefer a parole
officer or a parole officer aide?

Parole' Officer

Parole Officer Aide

2. A parole officer aide will be better
able to help parolees avoid problems-
than can regular parole officers.

Strongly'Agree
Agree

Undecided
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

.(

3. FolloWing release from,prison and
completion .of parole,,i would like
to bedome a parojR officer aide.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree 4

*

Strongly-Disagree

4. Most parole officers find.it hard'to

understand parolees',problems because
the officers come from middle- class.
backgtounds.

Agree
Undecided
DiSame

. .
114

3

55

5.2

94.8

9

25

146
14.6
85.4 -

18 28.1 64 36.8 .

37 57.8 74 42.5
7 10.9 17 - 9.8"
2 3.1 12 6.9,
0 0.0 7 4.0

, .

12 18.8 , 48 27:9
32, . 50.0 49 28.5
8 12.5 31 18.2
8 12.5 30 17.4
4 6.2 14 8.1

44 68.8 97 56.4
'10: 15.6 31 18,2
10 15.6 44 , 25.6

Jv

127
4

1



TABLE 33, (continued)

1973 Respondents '1974 Respondents
Number X Number %

5. Most parolees will object to being
supervised by a parole officer aide
rather. , than by a normal parole
officer.

Sitrongly Agree

A?gree ,

Undecided
Disagree ,

.

Strongly DXtagree

2

12

15

27

8

3.1

18.8

2,4
42.2
12.5

10

30

29

74

32

6. Parolees who are supervised by a
pdrole officer aide are more likely
to succeed on parole than those
supervised by normal parole
officers.

Strongly Agree v 19 29.7 42
Agree 29 45.3 75
Uhdecided 13 20.3 28

Disagree' 3 A.7 23
Strongly. Disagree 0 0:0 9

5.7

17,.1

16.6

42.3
18.3

23.7

42.4

15.8

13.0

5.1

\ br

115
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in 1974 preferred a parole officer aide supervising them upon release from

prison. Only 5% preferred a parole officer during the first year's

evaluation while 15% of the second year respondents rqferred 'a parole

officer. Nine percent were undecided'. In mcs t cases', preference would of

course be based on the inmate's idea of what he would prefer rather than on

the inmate's actual prior experience with an aide's supervision.

When asked if a parole officer aide would be better able to help

parolees avoid problems than a regular parole officer, 86% agreed in 1973

and 79% agreed in 1974. Only 3% of the inmates in 1973 compared to 11%

in 1974 felt parole officers would be more helpful to parolees than would

the aides. However, a higher percentage of inmates in 1973 indicated

interest in being a parole officer aide than in 1974 (69% comps red to 56%).

Sixty-nine percent of the pre-release inmates agreed that most parole

officers find it hard to understand parolees' problems because the officers

came from middle -class backg'round; 16% disagreed with this statement in

1973 and 26% in 1974. The response to this question may be an indication

of one of the reasons why the majority of the inmates would rather have a

parole officer aide supervising them.

Question number 5 served as 'a check for ques ion number 1. Fifty-

five percent of the inmates in 1973 and 61% in 1974 disagreed with the

statement that most parolees would object to being surrvised by an aide

rathel- than an officer. Only 22% agreed most parolees would rather be

under a parole officer's supeMsion. This 22% differed somewhat from the

approximately 10% who would rather have a parole officer supervising them

(question number 1). °Although, it appeared that approximately 90% of the

116
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inmateswould prefer an aide themselves, they felt only approximately one-

half of the parolee population thought similarly.

The responses to question number 6 indicated that although only a

little over half of the parolee population may prefer a parole aide according

to other inmates, these same inmates felt parolees would fare much better

under an aide's supervision. Approximately 70% of the pre-release popu-

lation felt parolees were more likely to succeed on parole when supervised
4

by an aide. The percentage of inmates so responding declined, however,

from 1973 to 1974 (75% compared to 66%).

The inmates evaluated the Parole Officer Aide Program very highly.

The majority indicated a preference for &n aide to supervise them upon

,release. They felt as a group, that an.aide's background and experience

would be 'beneficial In understanding, helping and working with parolees.

However, comparing 1973 and 1974 replies, one notes a more qritical evalua:

tion of the aide program byifimates during the-Seegnd year. This more/
critical evaluation was similar to the change noted in 19173 between inmatek

and parolees' attitudes toward the program.- In 1973, inmates were much more

optimistic

were pareso

ut tIA benefits of having an ex-offender parole officer than
6 -

es. It may well be that as inmates and parblees become more

acquainted with the POA Program, they realize that the aides were employees

of the Adult P ?role Authority and defined their work accordingly. Although

aides appeared to be more,liberaland' perhaps innovative in working with

parolees, they nevertheless also subscribe to APA standards and expecta-

tions of their work. Overall/ however, reactions to the Parole Aide Prolgram

117
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/

were extremely positive both years. Te ajoritY of inmates would prefer .

to be supervised by a parole, aide, felt an ai e was beiter able to understand

their problems, and would enjoy the Vpportuni

1i ?

The next approach utilized in evaluating he Parole Officer Aide

Surve of Parole

y to be emFloyed as an aide.

Program was a survey of clients being supervised b either a parole cer

or an aide. The results of this evaluative approach should be as valid a

meaningful, or even more so, than any of th eF techniques utilized.

This is particularly the case inasmuch as aides and parole officers were

employed`to help parolees. Therefore, the parolees themselves wer.e perhaps

more qualified than anyone else to evaluate the quantity and quality of help

they received from their aide or officer. The high return rate of the

questionnaires also allows one to have substantial confidence that the results

obtained are fairly representative of Ohio's parolees.

The parolees' responses to questions concerning their experiences

with and attitudes toward parole officers and parole officer aides are given

in Table 34. Parolees supervised by an aide indicated they can communicate

better than did parolees supervised by a parole officer (94% compared to 80%

hr 19/3 and 90% compared to 87% in 19.74). Parolees working with aides
4.

7

also reported More frequently that they could trust them than did parolees

vo rkinq with officers in 1973 (83% compared to 77%), but this trend is reversed

74 (78% compared to n%). A greater percentage of offenders supervised
%Ts

by an aide indicated t eir parole supervis r cared about what they did and.

31.
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said than did those parolees supervised by a parole officer (95% versus

87% in 1973 and 94% versus-91% in 1974). The data from offenders was

inconclusiveas to whether aides or officers were less likely to be ,

",conned." Parolees in the first year evaluation reported less "conning"

of their aides than those being supervised by a parole officer. The exact

opposite pattern was observed from the 1974 data, unless the researchers

themselves were being conned'. Parolees supervised by aides responded

affirmatively much more 'Often than those supervised by officers to the state-

ment: "Do otheraparolees assigned to your parole officer feel he is doing

a good job?" (35% versus 18% in 1972, and 30% versus 23% in 1974).

The clients supervised by aides rated them as being generally more

helpful, concerned and understanding than did those supervised by a parole

officer. However, in response to question, "Would your parole officer

do more for you than is required?", parols supervised by POs were more

likely to respondaffirmatively (7796) than those superVised aides (70%)

in 1974. This is a definite reversal from the first year of the POA Program

then aides were rates considerably more hel,i6ful han POs. Aides were

rated significantly higher than off cers in terms of h ving connections to help

parolees get jobs both Years (61% compared with 4691 in 1973, and 55% versus

43% in 1974). Aideslwere understandably rated Kett both years at comPre-

hending what it is like to be on parole.

The first year parolees felt that aides were considerably easier than
-,

parole officer s to find if they needed therm. Certainly the eas with which

parolees can contact whoever is supervising them 'bn parole is important if



4

TABIZ 35
7

PAROLEES' RANKING OF PAROLE OFFICER AIDES
AND PAROLE OFFICERS ON SEVERAL DIMENSIONS

'(Rated on scale from 0 = poor to 100 = excellent)

y ,

1973 Respondents '

Parole Parole
Aides Officers

5C Y

1974 Respondents
Parole Parole
Aides Officers

X TC

Ability to Motivate Parolee's 76.2 - f' 73.3 76.7 76.7

Ability to Relate to Parolees 79.1 - 76.8 79.2 81.1

Wirlingness to Put Himself Out 78.4 75.9 ,72.3 78.0

Overall Quality of Performance
as a Parole'Officer 80:7 78.8 78.1 83.4:

1

A

123
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A

de"

itt

A

".*".

the whole concepts parole is to be viab . Nevertheless-, it wag,to be .,el
,,,

.

expected that aide clients could ge iri touch with theth much easier than
,,

could ,offenders supe ised by a_parole
\
officer. One major reason for this

1/),s that aides -iave only one-half the number of parolees to supervi*

4

than did the typjcal parole officer. However, parolees" contacted 'in 1974

indicated POs were easier to find than POAs This seems again to indicate
, -

. 6 .

a different type of POA employed the second year \from the first. Because of
C , ,-.

the difference in caseloids, one would also Qxpect'that parolees assigned to
\ .4 ..

`,7 . .
aid9 would have more contact with tliem than. parolees ass gned to parofe officers.

..,
: r, ,

..Thie is what data in Table 34 indicatel Parolees superyised by an aide
. -..._. ,.,

1

"lik 4reported more contacts and meetings than j.. supervised by regular N
`' / %

parole officers.. Parolees supervised b gitles who started during the

first year of theiiiogram reported consideral ly more,contaits with"their aide

tharrthose supervised by the newer aides. .

There was little difference in the two groups of-parolees' evaluation

of whether their aide or officer would give, them a second chance if they

were discovered committing a paro le violation.
,

Parolees,were asked to rankAeir.parole offiter or aide on the.same

'four scales utilized earlier bVield workers and unit supervisors in ranking,

these employees (see Table 35). Parolees felt aides superior to par

officers 'on all four scales in 1973; however in 197,4, parolees rated POs

on the average to be consistently superior. S\.ipervisors had ranked aides

superior to parole officers regardless of years of service.
3

124

137



The first three scales attempted to measure characteristics which many
6 .

parole officers and supervisors had ,indicated wsre most importanNz.aiffer=-
.

lentiating between good and average parole officers. Assuming the) scores

to be additive, supervlis ors rated parole officer4 somewhat superior to aides

in 1973 (223 compared with 219) and more so in 1974'(213 compared to 199).

Parolees rated parole officers considerably, lower than aides in 1973 when thee

three scale scores were combined (226.0 compared with 233.7), but higher

in 1974 (236 compared with 228). t

Interestingly, unit supervisors'. and parolees' overall evaluations

of POs differed only by 3pdints out of a possible 270, while the difference

between the two groups in their evaluation of the POA s differed by,15 points.

However, when POAs hired during the first year of the program were compared

0-4with POs supervisors and iwolees consistently ranked the POA $ much

higher. Parole officer aides with a year's experienoe were rated higher
.

than parole officers by, parolees on every scale and question designed to
1

Jr.

measure effectiveness. However, when all P40As are compared POs

the officers-were ranked higher by parolees in 1974. first y

evaluation concluded that aides may be rated more effective by parolees,
o

because of their similarity to parolees, i.e., also being ex-offenders. At

least one other posSibfe explanation for these differenPes may be the varia-

tiOn in ,aides' and officers' size of` caseloads which, affected the time allo-

cation per case. Several studies have concluded that the more contact

time that prisOners, parolees, welfare recipients and others have with

social service personnel the more satisfied they are with the service they

12 5

138



0
. . .

receive.3 This reeling Of satisfaction appears to be an artifact of the contact
.

. . (, .
4 * .time, inasmuch as.external "changes in behavjOr rave not necessarily been

associated with these feelings.5

Therefore,,,,,those parolees superviS'ed by aides who felt they-were

receiving better supervision might.think so because the aides had more time
. .

to spend with therp than-did the average parole officer. Whether contact time

was res1ponsible for at leasepart of the vorable evaluation aides received

from patole s in 19Z3 is impossible to discern; however, it es not appear

to be as relevant as other variables in light of the 1974 evaluation.
O

, . .

If aides were equally as good or better at helping parolees than parole
,

officers, one could expect aides' parolees to have had fewer legal probleMs

since their release from prison. In &der to ascertain this, parolees were

-asked four questions cox cerfiing their legal problees s be parole. The

questions dealt with whether they been'questioned by th poliOe since
4

their release from priSOn, arrested, arraign&I, Or reincarceratedduring this
,

time'. Parolees' responses are giiien in Table 6.

The parolees working with aides had considerably more legal'egaroblms
t

since their release Yfrom prison. Tiny 'reported they had since their relea e

from prisoribeen questioned more by the police, arrested more frequeptly,

arraigned more often in court on more new offenses, and also been reincar-
,,:

.,cerated or jailed more often. If one were to evaluate the effectiveness of
. .-

4. '
. ,

POs and POAs on tie basjs.oft,heir clients' legal problems (assuming the

two groups of clients we're similar) one would have to conclude that parole
44.

officers were far superior to aides. However, the caseloads of aides and

139
126

0



parole officers were considerably different. Aides' parolees were incar-

cerated longer for more serious offenses, had more extensive past cr

involvement, and were also younger on the average when first arre

The POAs' parolees, in other words, had the characteristics of those most

<likely to recidivate. In fact': if one controls for prior criminal.involvement

and age at first arrest, aides' parolees havelower rates of legal problems than

did the POs' parolees.

The 1973 evaluation of the j)aytrke Officer Aide Program concluded that
9

aides were rated superior to parole officers by parolees on every dimension.,

C4t is apparent from the 1974 data that being an ex-offender parole officer was

certainly no guarantee of receiving a positive evaluationj.corri a parolee. The

additional ex-offenders hired the second year ot the prograT were not as

fully selected, and their performance had generally not been rated as
,hly by parolees, supervisors, field workers or as predicted from attitudinal

Y.

indices as those employed the first year. The data from both years, how ever;,

\Ireflected more similarities between POAs and pOs than possible diffenenbes.,
,

These recent data certainly indicated the importance of screening potential

. employees whether they be ex-offenders or not.

Summary

Responses to interviews orguestionnaires by parole supervisorS,

prksoil initiates, and parglees indicated general agreement that the Parole

Officer Aide Program was worthwhile. Supervisors in 1973 and 1974 ranked

parole officer aides higher than parole officers only in effort and ability

to get parolees Jobs, yet they saw aideS as a.valuab e source oPinforma'tion

127

140
-f -



,

4

.
:
T
A
B
L
E
 
3
6
.

.
R
E
S
P
O
N
S
E
S
 
B
y
 
P
A
R
O
L
E
E
S
 
T
O
.
 
Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
S
,

D
E
A
L
I
N
G
 
W
I
T
H
 
L
E
G
A
L
 
C
O
N
T
A
C
T
S
 
S
I
N
C
E
 
R
E
L
E
A
S
E
 
F
R
O
M
 
P
R
I
S
O
N

-
1
9
7
3
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

-
1
9
7
4
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

P
a
r
o
l
e
 
A
i
d
e
s

P
a
r
o
l
e
 
O
f
f
i
c
e
r
s

P
a
r
o
l
e
 
A
i
d
e
s

P
a
r
o
l
e
 
O
f
f
i
c
e
r
s

- ,
N
u
m
b
e
r

%
N
u
m
b
e
r

%
N
u
m
b
e
r

%
N
u
m
b
e
r
'

%

h
a
v
e

eh
e-

P
o
 
l
i
t
e
 
-
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
e
d
y
o
u

)

V
a
b
O
i
s
t
.
a
n
y
l
 
c
r
i
m
e
 
'
s
i
t
i
c
e
'
 
y
o
u
r

:

-
 
r
e
l
e
a
s
e
 
f
r
.
=
 
p
r
i
s
o
n
?

'
-

-
.
,

1

Y
e
s
_

-
2
4

2
2
1
.
9
.

2
3

2
2
:
3

.
3
9

-
3
1
.
5

3
3

2
3
.
9

.
N
o
,

:
8
0
.

'
7
6
.
2

7
8

7
5
'
.
7

8
5
 
'

'
6
8
.
5

1
-
1
0
5
"

7
6
.
1

H
a
v
e
 
t
h
e
 
p
O
l
#
e
,
a
r
r
e
s
t
e
d
 
y
o
u

s
i
n
c
e
 
y
o
u
r
 
r
e
l
e
a
s
e
 
f
r
o
m
 
p
r
i
s
o
n
?

1,
..1

.

'
.

.
.

3
C

Ots
.)

l.,
..

Y
e
s

3
8

3
6
.
2

3
1

3
0
.
1

4
3

3
1
.
7

4
7

'
3
3
.
8

.
N
 
N
o
;

.
-

-
1
0
5

6
2
.
9
'

1
0
3

6
8
.
9

8
1

6
5
.
3

9
2

6
6
.
2

H
a
l
,
i
e
 
y
o
u
 
b
e
e
n
 
`
t
o
 
c
o
u
r
t
 
f
o
r
 
'
a

'
n
e
w
 
o
f
f
e
n
s
e
 
(
e
x
c
e
p
t
-
t
5
a
f
f
i
c
)

s
i
n
c
e
 
y
o
u
r
 
r
e
l
e
a
s
e
 
f
r
o
m
 
p
r
i
s
o
n
?

a

.
.

Y
e
s
.

-
.

2
5

2
3
.
8

:
1
5

1
4
.
6

2
7

2
1
.
8
-

2
9
-

'
2
0
.
9

`
-

.
N
o

.
 
:
7
9

7
5
.
2

8
8

8
5
.
4

9
7

7
8
;
2

1
1
0

7
9
.
1

'

*
4

4
H
a
v
e
 
,
y
o
u
 
s
p
e
n
t
 
t
i
m
c
 
i
n
 
j
a
i
l

;
4

s
i
n
c
e
 
y
o
u
r
 
r
e
l
e
a
s
e
 
f
r
o
m
 
p
r
i
s
o
a
?

J
°

.
i
-
-

-
-
-
-
-

)
.

'
:

N
,

.
i
'
.

)
.
"

.
.
.

Y
e
s

3
2

3
0
.
5

2
8

1
7
.
2
 
'
\

3
8

3
0
.
6

3
3

2
3
:
9

N
o
d

7
2

6
8
.
6
1

.
.
7
5

7
2
.
8
'

'
8
6

6
9
.
4

1
0
5

7
6
.
1

04
1t

2.
4*

**
4y

-

I



*

,..
. 1 .Tclr parole officers and as teachers for parole officers bri how to r ante to

E '
I a

, . .parolees. Inmates consistently,indicated a Preferenc for parole officer

aides, with over two-thirds,of them expressing
.

a desir\e to be employed as,..

an aide. Parolees supervised by aidesistently ranked them higher

on all questions or scabs than did/those clients supervised .by parole officers.

The researchers suggest this might be due to the smaller caseloads of parole

officer aides which allowed them to devote more time to each of their parolees,

but that this was not the likely answer in light of the 1974 data. The final

- portion of the parolee questionnaire Indicated that parolees under-an aide's

supervision consistently had more legal problems. This was apparently the

result of aides being assigned parolees who are more likely to be "losers"

to begin with, rather than the fact that parole officers provide superior,

service to theft. parolees.

r
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Footnotes

1..Shock parole is an early release ,a1ternativewhich theParole Boa ?a mig ht
use in releasing incarcerees after a. minimum of six motyps-of imprison

/ thent. This is not split-sentencing (as practiced n the Federal.systain),
k inasmuch as offefiders do not knoW if or when they might receive eary

parole.' This alternative has been evaluated by Profeisor Joseph E. Scott ,

and tha results will shortly be issued in the Monchgraph Series of the
Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency.

2. Shock probation Is a Judicial ifisposition in at least Ohio, Indiana, an
Kentucky. In Ohio, the sentencing Judge commits the offender to the
De'Partment of Rehabilitation and Correction, and can recall the offend
30 to 130 days later, placing him on probation within the community.
This also differs from split-sentencing in that the offender does not
know at the point of sentencing if he,will.seceive shock probation.
Evaluations by the Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency
indicate an 85% success rate. See Paul Friday, David .P4fersen, and
Harry Allen, "Shock Probation: A New Approach to Crime Control",
Georgia _Journal of Corrections, Vol. 1, No. 1 (July, 1973), pp. 1-13.
See also David Petersen and Paul Friday, "Early Release From Incarcer-
ation: Races as a Factor in tie Use of 'Shock Probation", journal of
Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol; 66, No. 1 (March, ,1975), pp. 79-87,.

3. Robinson, James 'and Gerald Smith, "The Effectiveness of CorrectiOnal
Programs", Crime and Delinquency, (January), pp. 67-80. Ve

4. Kassebaum, Gene, David A. Ward and Daniel M. Wilner, Prison Treatment
and Parole Survival: An Empirical Assessment, New York: John Wiley
and:Sons, Inc.

lopt,
5. Martinson, Robert M., Correctional Treatment: An Empirical Agessment,

unpublished manuscript.

\\
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CHAPTER 6

l

EFFECTNENESS INDICATORS FO PAROLE OFFICE
AND AIDES: RECIDIVISM OUTCOMES*

Introduction

The previous chapter indicated that the des are supervising clients who
a.had considerably more multiple problems; these clients had been incarcerated

for more serious offenses, had more extensive past criminal involvement, and

-

were y ger when first arrested. The 1975 data also 'suggested that aides were ,,

Supervising more problematic cases, although the differences were not as obvious
\ ,

, --..
as in the 1973 and 1974 studies. In any event, the 1974 POA's clients had

....
1

,

the characteristics of those more likely to recidivate. If one controls for prior. , .

1

c*minal involvement and age at first arrest, aides' clients had rower rates , -
I

Y

of legal Probleifts than did the PO' aseloads.
,

The Recidivism Outcomes '
Although it ,was known, that the caseloads for'POs arid- POAs were cliff-°

..,

erent on a niitnbevpf impottant dimensions:it was not empirically demonstrated

hdw effectivelthe two paio le agent groups Were 'in preventing further criminal

misbehavior by their clients. For this reason, it was decided that the 1975

study should determine the outcomes of caseloads by parole agent type.

I'
To ascertain the differences in outcome, the caseloads of 22 POAs

were examined (one POA had been the victim Qf a heart attack, preventing the
, .

.<" 131,
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examination of

satne unit of P

on 50% (every

that,person's effectiveness.)., A random

caseloads from!

"

sarr. X14 of POs IL the
I,
s asked to reportAs was drawn (22 officers) apd'eacth agent

they case) of his caseload. l'he.supery outcomes of the

July 1., 1973 to June gO, 1974 were determined.

Simulta eously, we sought to answer the question of how problematic

the caseloads were for those under supervision in 1974-1975. Data on these

clients have been presented in Chapl- 3, but one additional bit of infonitation

is tabulated and presented in Table 37, which details the 10 most frequently

occuring offOses for clients under supervision in 1974-1975: These include

66.3% Of all cases reported by both POs and POAs.

From the data in Table 37, it is obvious that the clients supervised by

aides had more frequently been convicted of breaking and entering, armed and
0 -

o

unarmed ,robbery, burglary, grand t1eft, and second degree murder.. POs, on the

other hand, had clieVs who hid ore frequeritl/ been convicted of forgpry,

42violation of drug laws, auto tieft, and receiving and concealing Stolen property.

It appear" that aides are more frequently supervising clients convicted of crimes f

against the person (as well as some crimes against property)', :and that the reatfv0

composition of aides' caseloads were still more problematic than the officers'

client6.
ro

The data in Table 38 were derived from the records of the APA, and have

been classified into "Definite Failures" (resentenced or returned to prison as

parole violators); "Possible Failures" (tran sferred to a Reintegration Center,

Mental hospital, ordeclared to be a parole violator at large); and "Not Failures"

145
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TABLE 37

N MOST FREQUENTLY OCCURRING OFFENSES

.

P.O.
Caseloads

%

B & E

Fi.,..-,

Arme tobbery
A..

t;
" . <3

Burglary

25

28

19

16

15.96

17.83

12,10

10.19

Grand Theft 12. 7.64

' Unarmed Robbery
.. .

12 7.64
.s,

Viol. Of Drug Laws 17 10.)13

Auto Theft 11. 1.01 .

.Bec..Stolen Prop: 11 7,01

2nd Deg. Murde; 6 3.82
157 99.99 .

0

Caseloads Total
# "% ) Number Percent

18 18,00 43 16.72

8 8.00 36 )14 . 01

16 16.00 35 13.62

15 15.00 31 12 a 0 6

10 10400 . 22 8.56

12 12.00 24 9.34

4 1.00' 21 8.17

. 5 5.00, 16 6.23

4 4.0Q 15 5,84

8 8.00 14 5.,.45
1Q0 100.'00 257 100.00

14t
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1

..

Outcome

It

Table 38

Indicators for Clients' of Pa

Officers and Aides

(In Percentages)

le

.
1i

Outcomes Parole Officers Aides Total

Definite Failure'

Possible Failure

Not Failures3
Totals.

(n =)

x2= 14.67
P< .01

4.74% 2.78%

5.43 3.54

89.83 .-

- 100.00%
(2,468)

93.68
300.00%

. '(l ,185)

-.4.30%

93.07
99.98%

_
I

c

1. Includes offenders resentenced or returned as parole violators.
2. Includes offenders transferred to a Reintegration Center or/mental

hospital, az well as declared parole violator at large.
3. All other clients'under supervision during year.

4

t
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.

(all other categories including final release, maximum sentence release, etc.).

This cla4sificati4n is imil r to*the process 'by which the APA defines outcomes.
L

e data indiaatee.that aides, despite the' fact that they supervise the

more'problematic'oaseloads,
\
have had fewer "Defini \Failures" and "PossibleN - i

,,,,Failures" and therefore more "Not Failurt; " than the Pus. The difference is,\, .

significant at tle .01 level', This suggest that, for th sam le examined, t
\4\

aidels have been more successful with their aaseloads than have the POs, as
.

measured by criminal behavior outcomes.

- Summary

Despite the more prbblematic caseloadipssigned to aides, the clients

under their supervision have had significantly more favorable,outcOmes in

1973-74 than did thos cases under supervisiori by POs. If one were to measure

programmatic effectiv negs, at least in part, by recidivism data, one could

conclye that the Pa le Case Aide Program has led to lessened recidivisir and

theiefore a reduction in crime for those cases under their supervision for the

time indicated. Whether the smaller caseloads or the characteristics-of the

aides is more causal cannot be answered from the data at this time, but it is

more reasonable to.argue that the aidps' characteristics are more important.
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\\\ CH TER 7

,/CONCLUSIONS\AND RECOMIANDATI6NS

Is col chiding chapter presents a conci e overview of the h
.

.

Parole Of licer Aide Program and the various approk ches utilized by thee,
,,

research staff in the evaluation. In addition, sev ral recommendations

and implica

f co

ions for using ex-offendetls as paraprofessionals in th

rectlogs are offered for consideration.

Background of the Project

The use of ex-offenders to aid and assist with probationer

in the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction is not unique'to

Several other states have utilized ex-offenders in one capacity or

in correctional programs. Two things are relatively novel, howeve

the Ohio Parole Officer Aide Program. First, the authority, power

given ex-offenders hired as aides are unique. Although the aides

have the total Autonomy of parole 9fficers, they do have theft own

for which they are primarily responsible. Second, the desire and

field

or parolees

Ohio.

nother

, about

nd trust

o not

rseloads

ommittment

of the Ohio Adult Parole Authority to objectively evaluate the effectiveness,

of the program is both exceptional and commendable. In these and other

respects, the Ohio Adult Parole Authority is capitalizing on the resources

of ex-offenders and evaluating their effectiveness more extensively than have

other states. to date.

A

1 4
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Summary of the Eva livaitio

In evaluating' the twenty-,three parole officer aides e loyed by the

06tate'ofhio during the first' two years, their performance\in,comparison to

a control group of'parole offigers has been deemed equally ec` tive. As

a result, the OhioiAdult Parole Authority hired additional aides and

broadening their responsibilities. The third year evaluation fC)und very

similar benefits\

The research techniques employed in evaluating the effectiveness

of the parole officer aides included a variety of approaches. The first

technique utilized was the measurement of aides' and parole officers:

attitudes on several dimensions often mentioned as being associated with

successful social service-type workers. The results from the attitudinal

questionnaire on the scales specificall designed to measure traits associated
7with successful social service wor(ers indicated aides have the qualities,

attitudes and orientations generally asSaciated with such employees. More

similarities than differences were found between aides and parole officers on these

various attitudinal indicators, as well as in thei attitudes toward law and

order.

The in-depth interviews with parole offic.er\aides indicated they were

very pleased with their jobs. They have been well accepted and socialized

into their respective parole offices. Aides had considerable confidence and

their own ability.to.help and assist parolees, although in 1914 only four felt
A

being an ex-Offender was more important than being a community resident

in working with parolees.
150
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The third approach followed in evaluating the pro'ram was the use of

students as field observers. The students reported no difference in the

number of parolees seen on the average by the various parole officers and

pa?ole officer 'aides. Similarly, no differences were observed in the per-

centage of time spent with parolees. 'Also, parole /officers and parole

officer aides' relationships with fellow workers were rated equal, but aides

evaluated as having somewhat better relations with their parolees than

did .parole officers.

. Unit supervislis rated parole officers. and aides on several dimensions
'14

as a fourth technique in evaluating the program. Their ratings indicated
.---- 0.- lethat in most res cis parole officers were much-tuperior to aides. Supervisors

olin 1973 rated par officer aides better in getting parolees jobs and "putting

themselves out." However, in 1974, supervisors rated parole officers superfor
c

apparently a reflection of the type of aides hiredon every indicator.. Thip

,-during the second,year of the program.

In 1975, aides were rated superior on about half the dimensions.

In comparing supervisors' ratings of aides according to length of employment,

'thOs hired during the first year.in comparison to the second year of the prograM.

wer rated higher on every dimension. In fact, if supervisors' ratings for

parole offider aides hired during the 1972-1973 program year were compared to

parole offiCeis,, there was very liitle
at

were rated somewhat better in relating,

in 1974, while parole officers are rated

a

138
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ence between the two groups. Aides

helping, and getting parcpes jobs

higher in ntotivating parolees and

II
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coriderably better at report writing. Overall, however, supervisors/in whose

units aides.,worked were very excited about the Parole Officer` Aide Program.

Severe supervisors ix' icated they had grave doubts about the program at

its inception, but they now felt it was the best new program to have ever

come out of the Adult Parole Authority and/ that it should certainly be expanded.

Thp fifth indicator in assessing the desirability of the ex-offender

pros am yeas to ascertain inmates' attitudes toward such an rnnovation.

Inm6s surveyed at Ohio's penal institutions were very-much in favor of

the Parole Officer Attle Program. The majority of inmates felt parolees
f-

supervised by an aide woula be more likely to succeed on parole. An over-

whelming majority of inmates indicated they would prefer being supervised-
by an aide rather than a parole officer. Surprisingly, although the program

had been in effect for two years in 1974, less than 50% of the inmates were

-aware of the Pro am.

A six approach used in the evaluation was to contact th pa olees

supervised by parole officers and parole officer aides to determine

opinion of the help and support they were receiving. Th parolees s
4

veyed, who were under the supervision of either a aide or a parole

officer, rated parole officer aides .superior on every indicator in 1973, and rated

parole officers somewhat bettsr.than parole officer aides in 1974. Parole ofificer

aides in 1973 were rated more trustworthy, more -concerned; more helpful in

finding jop.s, more understanding, easier to taft witial\and easier to find
. -w en needed by parolees than were parole officers. Such was not the case

139
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in 1974, when all arole officer aides were simply compared to the control
.

group of parole officers.

The reason for such differing results seemed to lie with-the type of

parole offirc& aide 'chosen. The 1973 program evaluation mentioned that the

aides' smaller caseload might be responsible for the more positive ratings

role 'officer aides received from parole-es. This explanation now seems

somewhat less than accurate. A more rational explanation might simply be

that aides, carefully chosen, can be a real asset tq an Adult Parole Authoritles

service. However, being an ex-offender was no guarantee that an individual

will make a good parole officer or aide,: Consequently, careful screening

of applicants Should be used in the future in order to assure the program's

success.

A seventh approach in assessing the ex-offender program was a-

national survey of State Directors of Correctibns. This survey documented

the growing trend of utilizing ex-offenddrs in corrections as support personnf.

The majority of directors favored usrifig ex-offenders as parole officers or

aides, bilt only Ohio and Pennlylvania have actually implemented programs

where a sizeable number of such ex-offenders are employed.

The recidivism (failure) rates for aides' and parole officers' caseloads,

measured in 1974, indicated that those clients supervised by aides had

significantly less failures in every category than did clients of parole

officers.
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Recommendations

From the work and contact with the Ohio.Parole Officer Aide Programl

during the last three years, information has been received from numerous

source&AncevirJg recommended changes. It is from such suggestions as

well as the evaluation of the data collected 'that the following recommend ns

are offered for consideration.

(1) Selection of patple officer aides. G'reater care should be given

in selecting ex-offenders as parole officer Aides. i se basis of this
.

evaluation, an aide's effectiveness can be predicted from v sous attitudinal
,

scales and indices associated with successful social service-type -wprkers
, . , c,The Adult Parole Authority should consider screening future applicants on the

basis of their scores on tests' such as the Ac TeVement Motivation Scale,. Self
4#

Esteem Score, Focal Concerns Scale, the Dogmatism Scale and the Innova-,

tiveness Scale.

(2)- 'Training seminars. All new aides should attend an orientation

and trailing seminar. The seminars should emphasize such skills as report

writing, dictating skills, and counseling techniques. The tra seminar

should be conducted in such a way that the parole offic-er aides wil be

enthusiastic about their jobs..
_

11

4

(3) Retraining seminars. All parole officer aides hould e invitet

to participate in at least part of each new training seminar',, 'Th s will allow

aides to shatle experiences as well as receive a refresher coLd. e in parole

techniques. This will also help aides to get to know one anther and perhaps

0

4 ,
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-"
..provide the additional support and advice needed.' addition, aides Would

, , , ,

be able tolearn from one another tiow they, haVe dealt with precanious

situations.,"

'

(A) Relations with police and jail personnel. Police, janand court

perSonnel in cities we aides will work Should be invited to a portion of

the training seminar. heir understanding of the program should facilitate

aides in gairifilg the, needed cooperation from local law enforcement and criminal

justice ad-ecies.- If such officials do not attend the training seminar,

correspondence from the Parole Officer Aide Project Director explaining the

program and requesting their assistance would be helpful. Literature describing

the program and its success s ttuld be made availableiot only to these

agencies but to others with whicch the POAs will be working. The Diferional

Criminal Justice Reference Service should also be used to disseminate this

informations.

(5) Increase the number of parole officer aides. The eicact number of

POAs employed would depend on the available resources. At least one aide
:

should be" assigned to each adult parole unit in the state. At the present

time, supervisors, inmates, and parolees appear to be in favor of this
.

recommendation. - Continuing evaluation should be conducted to avoid any

possible "boomerang" effect, as the program continues to grow and to be

implemented.

(6) 'Assignment of aid parole units. A conscientious effort

should made to continue to assign POAs to communities with which they

are acquainted. This will allow POAs to more fuTly utilize their knowledge

142
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of the community and its resources in working with parolees. From interviewg.,

the parole officer aides, suggest thelt)blOwledde of the community is more impor-
tant to them in helping parolees fan is their statu,a,of being an ex-offender.

(7) An incentive program and career ladder. Aides Should be provided

an incentive to gain additional writing, speaking and counseling skills, as

well as formal education. Such an incentive should be related to salary

increments and advancement possibilities. As the, aides gain the education

and experience required for potential parole officer employees, they shOuld

be given first consideration for any"ne(X7 openings, and more should be promoted

to. parol officer-status. Such an incentive system would hold out viable,

attainable goals for aides to w toward. C:ertainfy the opportunity to become

a parole officer and have the period of time when working as an aide count

toward advancement, retirement, and other benefits is necessary.

(8) Integration of aides into parole units. Unit supervisors should

encourage an exchange oT ideas and knowledge between POAs and POs in

their respective units. Aidet\may be of considerable help to POs in further

understanding parolees' pro_blemss;vapprehensions, occupational desires Ond

capabilities, and differences in "culture. " `Parole officers, on the other hand,

may be of enormous help to POAs in learning how best to cope with bureau-

cratic problems and workable solutions to various problems with parolees.

The exchange can be further beneficial for and complementary, to the Adult

Parole Authority,

(9) Updating trainin4seminars. At least two updating training seminars

should be held each year for all parole officer aides. This wou-Iti allow aides

to receive additional training in areas in which they feel weak. It would

also provide the means by.which aides co d communicate to each. other the
i 5 ;
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variousitechni ues which they find to be most successful in workNi with ,

parolees.

(10)

P
ublic relations and educational programs. A more intensive

and effective public information and education program should be conducted.

The Adult Parole Authority s ould receive more recognition and praise for
N

--- ti S
their innovative attempts in the field of corrections. Certainly, the parole

I.

officer aide program is one program in which the APA can take pride. In addition,

by informing the public of such programs, some of the resistance aides have

encountered in their respective communities may be minimized.

(11) Project Director's duties . The POA Project Director should be

allocated at least one -half and preferably all of his time to coordinate,

implement, and monitor th4 project's programs and activities. This would

allow for the preparation of training seminars and selection of new aides, arid

for the' dissemination of relevant inf ormation concerning the program to the

APA, regional and unit parole offices, parole officer aides, the'press,gand

correctional departments in.other states.

(12) Evaluation of the program The parole officer aide program should

be further evaluated by an outside agency. This will provide the Adult Parole

Authority with further baseline data to assess the effectiveness of_the program

in the future. If the program is apparently less effective from one year to

the next, the evaluation may supply some of the reasons and act as a catalyst

for'change. Similarly, since innovative ideas such as the POA program are

yeee subject to ridicule and criticism by the press and the public, the sponsoring

agency has a continuing responsibility to justify such programs with rel able

empirical data.

1.57



Ov &all, Ohio's Parole Officer Aida Program has been given positive, .

I

often superlative, ratings from almost everyone associated with it; this
4

include's the Law Enforcement Assi-stance Admini3 tration. The aides have

'performed well in their three rears of employment. with The Ohio Adult Parole

AutHority. Pcgardlc:.-,s of. whether parolees, supervisors, or others are

evaluating their work, aides should and have received outstanding praise

and , knowlc.dgement for their contribution to the field of corrections. The

Program should be contnued, and ado ted in other states.

I
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